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body, or are we going to support the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Kansas that presumes to answer
this in three pages this afternoon with
a new regulation imposing a $167 mil-
lion military construction cost on the
Defense Department. I think we have
an obligation to give the commission
the opportunity to work its will as we
have asked them to do.

I would like to read to you, Mr.
President, some excerpts from the var-
ious letters and statements that have
been made by the service chiefs and by
the Secretary of Defense about the
issues concerning gender-integrated
training and separate barracks. The
Secretary of Defense wrote to the
chairman of our committee, Senator
THURMOND:

Training in the Air Force, Army, Navy and
Marine Corps is a complex matter given each
Service’s unique mission, traditions and con-
ditions of service. Each Service has their
own approach in how they conduct basic
training. This training must not be charac-
terized by any one issue such as billeting or
any one policy such as the extent of gender
integrated training. We must, however, iden-
tify the right set of standards to produce a
safe and secure environment for the rigorous
training our young men and women need for
military service.

This is exactly what the Department is
doing. We are making sure that we have the
very best personnel to staff our training es-
tablishments and to serve as role models for
our new recruits. . . .

f

* * * * *
I urge you not to tie the Department’s

hands by enacting legislative provisions that
address one or two components of a far more
complex force management issue.

I should remind Members of the Sen-
ate, there are about 30 recommenda-
tions that were made by the Kasse-
baum-Baker Commission back in De-
cember; 28 of those 30 recommenda-
tions were implemented by the Sec-
retary of Defense—28 of the 30 rec-
ommendations. But let’s hear from the
United States Army, again, in a letter
to the chairman of the committee,
Chief of Staff, General Reimer. He says
in his letter:

Segregating their units into gender unique
platoons for training and billeting the sol-
diers by gender in separate buildings will de-
grade the commander’s ability to command
and control his or her unit.

Admiral Johnson, Chief of Naval Op-
erations, said in a letter to the chair-
man:

During basic training, Navy’s gender-inte-
grated divisions perform at least as well as
their all-male counterparts.

* * * * *
We agree wholeheartedly that Sailors in

basic training must have safe, secure hous-
ing and living arrangements that promote ef-
fective training. But Sailors should also
learn to live and work together from the
first day of training. This is how they will
serve at sea, as part of a gender-integrated
unit.

* * * * *
I ask that you continue to allow Navy to

build our gender-integrated team from the
first day of basic training.

Admiral Pilling, who is the Vice
Chief of Naval Operations, in his letter
to the chairman of the committee:

This experience builds effective teamwork
and establishes Navy standards during the
crucial transformation from civilian to Sail-
or. Roughly a third of all recruits and 40 per-
cent of women report to the Fleet without
follow-on advanced training. For these men
and women, preparation for shipboard life is
limited to boot camp and less than three
weeks of Apprentice Training.

* * * * *

Learning about security, privacy, dignity
and personal responsibility should not be a
lesson left for the Fleet to teach. I ask that
you continue to allow Navy to build our gen-
der-integrated team from the first day of
basic training.

And General Ryan of the Air Force.
He said in his letter to the chairman:

The training process in the Air Force has
developed over the years, with changes along
the way, to best support our mission. To
place artificial barriers between men and
women in basic training, such as those pro-
posed in the current House bill [and basically
embodied in some of the legislation offered
by the Senator from Kansas], is counter-
productive to our training philosophy and
sends the wrong signal to our new recruits.

* * * * *

I respectfully request your support to
allow the Air Force to keep training as we
operate—together from the start.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator from Maine could just
yield for a unanimous consent request.
I believe it has been cleared. I want to
make sure it is cleared with her staff.

Ms. SNOWE. I yield to the Senator.
Mr. COATS. I thank the Senator for

yielding.
Mr. President, because Members are

trying to get a fix on schedules for this
evening, in consultation with the man-
agers and the leaders, I would like to
propound a unanimous consent request.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be 1 hour of debate—an additional hour
from this point forward—on the pend-
ing second-degree amendment, equally
divided and controlled by Senator
BROWNBACK and Senator SNOWE, with a
vote to occur on the second-degree
amendment not later than 8 p.m.

The reason for that is that many
Senators had been told that there
would be a vote at 8. They have
planned their schedules accordingly. If
we can agree to this now with an addi-
tional hour of debate equally con-
trolled by the two Senators, we can
then schedule that vote for 8 o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BROWNBACK. No objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. COATS. I thank the Senator for

yielding and ask her pardon for the
interruption.

Ms. SNOWE. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s unanimous consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I would
like to also quote a letter from the

Senior Noncommissioned Officers of
the Armed Forces of the United States,
representing the Army, the Air Force,
and the Navy. They said:

As the Senior Noncommissioned Officers of
the Armed Forces of the United States, we
feel compelled to state our disagreement
with a proposed amendment on recruit train-
ing that might be considered during the Sen-
ate’s debate of the FY99 Defense Bill. A man-
datory requirement to house recruits in com-
pletely separate barracks is unnecessary.

Based on our experience, each Service is
different and therefore has different needs in
training its recruits to join operational
units. The determination as to how to train
recruits is best determined by the individual
Services based on the specific needs of the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines. Any at-
tempt to make a training policy that applies
across all Services is not in the best inter-
ests of the nation and will impact the readi-
ness of the total force.

Their many successes in our gender-inte-
grated all-volunteer force is a direct result
of the training the Services currently pro-
vide.

We are grateful for Secretary Cohen’s sup-
port of the Services in determining how best
to conduct recruit training. We respectfully
request the same vote of confidence from you
as the Senate considers the fiscal year 1999
defense authorization bill.

We also had a quote from the Army
Research Institute study, and I think it
is interesting to note, about the stand-
ards that have also been developed in
this environment of basic training, so
that there is no misunderstanding, un-
less there is any concern about the role
that women are playing and their abil-
ity to perform during the course of
basic training. I quote:

Females trained in a gender-integrated en-
vironment improved their performance in all
measures of physical fitness (push-ups, sit-
ups, 2-mile run) and the males in gender-in-
tegrated training improved in two of three
events. This has occurred without the Army
fitness standards being changed or adjusted
for gender-integrated training.

In the December report of the Fed-
eral Advisory Committee, which is, of
course, the Kassebaum-Baker commis-
sion, it said:

The committee believes that the increas-
ing number of women in expanded roles is an
important reason why the United States is
able to maintain an effective and efficient
volunteer military force.

Another letter, from the Secretary of
the Army in 1997 to Congress. He said:

Turning the clock back to gender seg-
regated training will result in unrealistic
training which degrades readiness.

I mention these quotes, Mr. Presi-
dent, because I think it is important
that we remind ourselves of the role
that women do play in our military
and will play in our military, and as
they have in the last 100 years. They
represent 14 percent of armed services,
and the armed services cannot perform
without them.

I just believe it is important to make
sure that we can ensure the stature and
the well-being of all those who serve
our country. That is why I believe we
should follow the wisdom and the judg-
ment of the Senate Armed Services
Committee—indeed, the Congress last
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year, when we enacted a provision to
create a congressional commission to
examine all of these issues and to re-
port back to the Congress next March.

I hope the Senate will not adopt the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Kansas that basically presumes to
substitute for the operational conclu-
sions thus far of the Secretary of De-
fense; the chiefs of the Army, Air
Force, the Navy; the training com-
manders of the Army, the Air Force,
and the Navy; the senior noncommis-
sioned officers of the Army, the Air
Force and the Navy; the president of
the Association of the United States
Army; and the tens of thousands of re-
cruits who train and live in security on
a daily basis.

I hope, Mr. President, that the Sen-
ate will adopt the amendment that has
been offered by the Senator from
Michigan, the ranking member of the
Armed Services Committee, the Sen-
ator from Georgia, Senator CLELAND,
and myself to reaffirm the judgment
that has been rendered by the Congress
last year in creating this commission.

The amendment that is offered by
the Senator from Kansas mismatches a
problem and a cure. Professional rela-
tionships and effective performance
throughout the Armed Forces flow
from a training world that overlaps
with the real and the uncertain ones in
which men and women will ultimately
be deployed as we have seen in Bosnia,
as we have seen in the Persian Gulf, as
we have seen in Somalia over and over
again.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment that has been offered by myself,
Senator CLELAND, and Senator LEVIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENZI). Who yields time?

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Kan-
sas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I yield 5 min-
utes—and there are several of my col-
leagues who want to speak on this, but
Senator COATS has been a leading voice
on this, serving on the committee—I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from In-
diana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding. I appreciate
the opportunity to speak now. I have
been off the floor, and I have another
commitment, but I wanted to come and
offer my support to his amendment.

I struggled with this issue when I
was, first, ranking member and then
chairman of the Personnel Subcommit-
tee. I visited most of the training fa-
cilities for the various services around
the country. I talked to those in
charge. We held hearings on the issue.
We heard from the experts. We talked
to those who lived with the situation
in their basic training. It is my ines-
capable conclusion that the Kassebaum
commission did a good job in sorting
this out and producing a report which
called for separate facilities.

I, frankly, was surprised with the
conclusion of the commission. I didn’t
think when it was constituted that the
commission would come to that con-
clusion. It was something that I was
strongly leaning toward, and all the
visits that I made and the people I dis-
cussed this issue with seemed to indi-
cate that separate barracks was the di-
rection to go.

When the commission came forth
with this recommendation after a more
thorough look than I was able to give,
I thought this added a lot of weight to
the question. There is no doubt in my
mind that effective training and effec-
tive gender integration of the armed
services can be accomplished without
the necessity of forcing the issue
through gender integration within the
living facilities.

Obviously, they are going to train to-
gether. Obviously, they are going to go
to class together, they are going to go
to the range together, they are going
to train together. The essential func-
tions that are attempting to be accom-
plished in basic training are going to
be accomplished. The real question
here is when the training day is done
and you return to the barracks to un-
wind, to shower, to prepare in the
evening for the next day and to sleep,
is it best to do that in gender separate
facilities? I believe it is. This where
the issue is.

I have talked to a lot of drill ser-
geants, men and women; I have talked
to a lot of men and women soldiers,
trainees; and the inescapable conclu-
sion that I have reached, and I think
most of them have reached, is that it
would be much more comfortable with-
out degrading the training, and it
would eliminate a lot of the super-
visory problems, management prob-
lems, and, frankly, the social problems
that exist with living at too close quar-
ters.

For that reason, I think the conclu-
sions of the Kassebaum commission are
correct. I think the amendment offered
by the Senator from Kansas is the
right way to go.

I was concerned about the costs.
That is a legitimate question, as to
whether or not separate facilities or
separate barracks—in other words, tak-
ing a single entity and dividing it and
controlling access, and so forth, to sep-
arate the sexes, versus separate build-
ings.

And I was really persuaded. I knew
ultimately, based on my visit to Parris
Island with the Marines who already do
this, that separate housing was the
right policy. At Parris Island, the
women live in a separate compound.
And virtually, to a person, they told
me—including their drill instructors
and their supervisors—they told me
they strongly preferred that. They are
able to identify with each other. And
to identify with their female drill in-
structors was very important to them.

Many of them come from back-
grounds where self-esteem is the cas-
ualty of their upbringing. They find

that bonding with each other, the
bonding that takes place with the drill
instructors and their supervisors in
those off-hours, the social interaction
that takes place in those off-hours, is a
very, very important part of their de-
velopment, the character development,
and a whole number of other areas.

And so I think this makes sense. I am
convinced we have looked at the situa-
tion. I am convinced we can do this in
a financially feasible way.

I see my time has expired. And I am
happy to support the amendment of the
Senator from Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ms. SNOWE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine is recognized.
Ms. SNOWE. I yield 10 minutes to the

Senator from Georgia.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia.
Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I

thank the Chair and thank the distin-
guished Senator from Maine.

For those who are entering into this
discussion, Mr. President, nowhere, as
far as I can tell as a member of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, in
recruit training, in any service, do
male and female recruits live in the
same room or in the same squad bay.
These conditions do not exist now and
they did not exist when the incidents
in Aberdeen took place.

Male and female recruits do live in
the same buildings. In some cases male
and female recruits live in separate
wings or on separate floors, and in
some cases they live on the same floors
but are separated by fire-safe barrier
walls. In every case, the male and fe-
male recruits have controlled en-
trances and exits to their sleeping
areas and have segregated toilet and
shower facilities. The services are in
the process of alarming all doors, exits
and walls.

The bottom line, Mr. President, is
that in every case, in every service, al-
though they might not live in separate
buildings, male and female recruits
live in physically safe, physically se-
cure, and physically segregated living
conditions.

But, Mr. President, in the wake of
the terrible incidents of sexual mis-
conduct and sexual harassment that
took place in Advanced Training at Ab-
erdeen Proving Grounds, the National
Defense Authorization Act of the last
year established a congressional Com-
mission on Military Training and Gen-
der-Related Issues to review the re-
quirements regarding cross-gender re-
lationships of members of the Armed
Forces and to review the basic training
programs of the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps, and to make
improvements on the programs.

The idea for the commission came
from the distinguished senior Senator
from West Virginia, Senator BYRD, who
noted at the time:

* * * there must be ways to thoroughly ex-
amine, review, and evaluate the reasons for
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the recent spate of scandals regarding sexual
relations in training commands. Such a
study should be made by an independent
blue-ribbon body with unquestioned creden-
tials—with no social agenda, but geared sole-
ly to the effect of gender integration at all
levels of the military.

Earlier this year, the chairman and
the ranking member of the Senate
Armed Services Committee appointed
five distinguished Americans to that
commission. Their counterparts on the
House National Security Committee
also appointed five outstanding indi-
viduals.

The commissioners include two re-
tired Marine Corps lieutenant generals,
a retired Army command sergeant
major, a former Assistant Secretary of
Defense, a former Assistant Secretary
of the Navy, three distinguished aca-
demics, a military historian/national
security analyst, and an expert on
legal issues concerning women in the
military.

I have personally met with these
commissioners and am convinced they
understand the magnitude of the awe-
some task we have laid before them,
and that they are eminently qualified
and motivated to do the job.

Because of our commitment to doing
the right thing—as opposed to doing
something quickly—the Armed Serv-
ices Committee in the Senate included
in its markup a provision to provide for
a moratorium on changes to policies or
practices regarding segregation on the
basis of gender.

The second-degree amendment Sen-
ator SNOWE and I have offered retains
the moratorium on changes to policies
or practices regarding segregation on
the basis of gender. I believe this is a
very reasonable approach. It does not
seek to prejudge the outcome of the
commission’s work.

Additionally, it permits the commis-
sion to retain its independence. I be-
lieve this is an unwise course of action
if we preempt the work of the commis-
sion. I know how I would feel if I re-
sponded to the call to serve on such a
commission and was willing to dedi-
cate my time for, say, a year of my life
to study these complicated issues, only
to find the same people—in this case,
the Congress—who asked me to take on
the issue, told me before I ever really
got started in my work how they felt
already.

I would wonder if they really wanted
a thoughtful, professional analysis or if
they only wanted the appearance of a
study to support preconceived ideas
and predetermined agendas. I do not
believe this was the Senate’s intention
when it supported the bill authorizing
the Defense Act last year.

We have established a process to re-
view gender-related matters in their
entirety. It does not make sense, to
me, for us to separate out one or two
aspects of this incredibly complex issue
and to provide some piecemeal solution
with little or no thought of the con-
sequences our actions could have on
the rest of the military—recruiting as
well as training and retention.

I am aware that the recommendation
for separate barracks for male and fe-
male recruits came from the Kasse-
baum committee appointed by the Sec-
retary of Defense. I am also aware that
the Secretary of Defense has decided
not to implement that recommenda-
tion. And the uniformed leadership—
the most senior officers and enlisted
members of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force—also oppose the recommenda-
tion.

For example, Mr. President, our com-
mittee received a letter from General
Reimer, Chief of Staff of the Army,
who said:

Segregating their units into gender unique
platoons for training and billeting the sol-
ders by gender in separate buildings will de-
grade the commander’s ability to command
and control his or her unit.

Admiral Johnson, Chief of Naval Op-
erations:

Sailors should learn to live and work to-
gether from the first day of training.

Admiral Pilling, Vice Chief of Naval
Operations:

Learning about security, privacy, dignity
and personal responsibility should not be a
lesson left for the fleet to teach.

General Ryan, Chief of Staff of the
Air Force:

The saying ‘‘train as we operate’’ is more
than a catch phrase, it is an absolute neces-
sity to ensure that team building begins on
the first day our recruits report to basic
training.

Senior enlisted members also com-
mented on this issue as well.

Any attempt [they said] to make a train-
ing policy that applies across all Services is
not in the best interest of the nation and
will impact the readiness of the total force.

Mr. President, in terms of the readi-
ness of the force, I was recently in Bos-
nia a few weeks ago. And I did see on a
fire base there women actively engaged
in work on the fire base. But I noticed
that their living quarters were sepa-
rate, safe, and secure. It was an incred-
ible demonstration to me that women
and men can serve in this Nation’s in-
terests in foreign lands and do so ex-
tremely well.

I would also like to note that the
Kassebaum report itself has actually
been criticized by the GAO because of
flawed methodology. According to
GAO, the value of the Kassebaum com-
mittee’s methodology is limited for
making conclusions and recommenda-
tions, and the extent to which the com-
mittee’s work supports its conclusions
and recommendations cannot be deter-
mined.

When the Secretary of Defense, a
former Member of this body, and the
uniformed leadership of the military,
officers and enlisted, oppose some-
thing, I certainly take time to listen.

Today, Mr. President, I urge my col-
leagues to listen to the leadership of
the military and give the Senate a
chance to listen to the commission
which we actually created and ap-
pointed to help us make decisions to
guide us in these complex matters.

Therefore, Mr. President, I support
the Snowe amendment and urge my
colleagues to adopt it.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. BROWNBACK addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas.
Mr. BROWNBACK. I yield to the Sen-

ator from Alabama 5 minutes.
Mr. SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr.

President.
Mr. President, I had 13 years in the

Army Reserve and went through a
basic training program. It was a very
worthwhile experience for me. I played
football. I have been to basic training,
and basic training is worse and tough-
er. Anybody that survives that has my
admiration.

I have had the opportunity through
the years to serve with some outstand-
ing women soldiers, the kind of soldiers
that you respect and are capable and
have great ability to contribute to the
mission of the unit. It is something
that I think is a major part of Amer-
ican military life and we should not be
changing.

I understand there is a lot of talk
about separation and use of the word
‘‘segregation’’ based on gender. But it
seems to me that Senator BROWNBACK’s
amendment simply says that in basic
training these soldiers, men and
women, shouldn’t be housed together. I
think that is a reasonable approach
and something that comports with my
sense of what makes sense, my sense of
what I understand the Senator to be
saying, and I think it is the right idea.

Some might say it is the responsibil-
ity of the NCOs and the officers to
maintain moral control over the sol-
diers. When they are in such a mixed
environment, the officers and NCOs
can’t maintain control over these
young people. They are in a cir-
cumstance that is a different world; it
is a whole different environment they
are in. Things that they would have
thought to do under other cir-
cumstances may not be done under
these circumstances.

I say we have separate barracks. It
seems to me if we are going to separate
the 14 percent of the soldiers that are
women within existing barracks, it
seems to me you are converting whole
floors that would otherwise be half
used. For example, most of the bar-
racks I was in had 20 people on one
floor and 20 on the next. So I suppose a
few people would be on the second floor
and the bottom floor would be full.
That is the way they were tradition-
ally done.

I don’t see how it would be any cost
to have separate housing for women in
which women could have the support of
their NCOs under those circumstances
and men could have separate housing. I
think both parties would benefit from
that.

The commission did a lot of work. We
have been talking about a new commis-
sion. I point out that we had one. Sen-
ator Nancy Kassebaum-Baker and oth-
ers did a thorough job. They talked to
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over 1,000 trainees, 500 instructors, 300
first-term service members, and 275 su-
pervisors. I don’t know who the chiefs
of staff and Secretary of Army is talk-
ing to. I don’t know, maybe they are
talking to too many people in the Pen-
tagon. But those commissioned, the
ones in power to make a decision, went
out and talked to soldiers, trainees,
1,000, 500 instructors—the drill instruc-
tors out there with these men and
women on a daily basis, and this com-
mission unanimously reached a conclu-
sion that separate housing would be
preferable. They also concluded that
separate training would be preferable.

As a matter of fact, I tend to agree
with that based on my experience. But
that is not before the Senate today.
That is not what Senator BROWNBACK is
calling on us to do today.

Senator BROWNBACK is suggesting
that what we ought to do is have sepa-
rate housing, a readily achievable
thing, I suggest.

I agree with the commission based on
my experience and the study I have
done, that separate housing will de-
crease disciplinary problems, it will re-
duce distractions during the training
process, and as the commission found,
will be of marginal cost to the Depart-
ment of Defense.

I am pleased to support this amend-
ment. I think it is time that this body
raised our concerns. There are many
problems that are occurring. Senator
BROWNBACK has eloquently discussed
those. We hate to talk about the prob-
lems that are occurring, but they need
to be discussed. I think it is the right
thing.

I yield back my time to the Senator
from Kansas, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the Armed Services Committee.

Mr. THURMOND. I want to thank the
able Senator from Maine for the excel-
lent remarks she made on this subject.

Mr. President, I am sympathetic to
the Brownback amendment, however,
last year, the Congress established a
commission to review the conduct of
military training and gender-related
issues, we should await the outcome of
its findings. That commission is con-
stituted and working. One of the areas
which the commission must specifi-
cally address in its final report is a rec-
ommendation as to how to provide for
a safe and secure living environment
for young men and women in basic
training. This amendment would pre-
empt the work of the commission by
establishing a statutory requirement
that basic trainees be housed in sepa-
rate barracks.

I join Senator BROWNBACK and others
in insisting that the military services
provide a safe and secure environment
for all military personnel, but espe-
cially those in basic training who may
be the most vulnerable.

On June 8, 1998, Secretary Cohen
asked us not to legislate a specific so-

lution as Senator BROWNBACK’s amend-
ment does. Secretary Cohen urged that
we give the Service Chiefs the flexibil-
ity to house and train their personnel
in the manner determined to be most
effective for that service. We all recog-
nize that each of the four services is
unique. Each service has its own cul-
ture, history and traditions. I agree
with Secretary Cohen that we should
not legislate how they must house and
train their personnel.

Mr. President, I could support an
amendment that would require the
Service Secretaries to provide for a
safe and secure environment without
specifically requiring a standard solu-
tion for three of the four services. Sen-
ator BROWNBACK’s amendment goes be-
yond requiring a safe and secure envi-
ronment and will require millions of
dollars in military construction and
renovation projects to make their bar-
racks conform to the requirements in
the amendment.

I prefer to allow the Congressional
Commission to do its work and make
its recommendations next March be-
fore we act. I urge my colleagues to op-
pose this amendment.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. President, while I have the floor,
I ask unanimous consent Mr. David
Landfair, a military fellow in the Of-
fice of Senator MIKE DEWINE, be grant-
ed privilege of the floor during the
pendency of S. 2057, the fiscal year 1999
Department of Defense authorization
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if Senator
SNOWE would yield 10 minutes to me?

How much time does the Senator
from Maine have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine has 13 minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield 8
minutes to me?

Ms. SNOWE. I was going to yield to
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Personnel for 5 minutes, so the remain-
der of the time I yield to the Senator.

Mr. LEVIN. I ask that the Senator
from Maine, then, yield 8 minutes to
me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. First of all, Mr. Presi-
dent, we have all read about some ter-
rible incidents that occurred at the Ab-
erdeen Proving Grounds that gave rise
to much of the concern about recruit
training. Those incidents did not occur
in recruit training. They did not occur
in recruit sleeping areas. They did not
involve sexual misconduct among re-
cruits. They took place in advanced in-
dividual training, which is a phase of
training which takes place after an in-
dividual graduates from recruit train-
ing. The incidents that give rise to so
much of this understandable concern
did not occur in the recruit training
area or phase which this first-degree
amendment would address.

I want to emphasize something on
which the chairman of the Armed Serv-

ices Committee has just spoken. We ap-
pointed a committee or a commission,
10 citizens. These are distinguished
citizens that were selected by the
chairman, by me, by the chairman of
our counterpart committee in the
House, and by the ranking member in
the House. This commission is under-
way. We picked 10 distinguished citi-
zens.

We asked them to look at a particu-
lar agenda, a list of items. We set forth
their duties and they are now fulfilling
those duties.

This is what our law said, and this is
something which had broad support in
this body. The law said:

The commission shall consider issues re-
lating to personal relationships of members
of the Armed Forces as follows: Review the
laws, regulations, policies, directives and
practices that govern personal relationships
between men and women in the Armed
Forces and personal relationships between
members of the Armed Forces and non-
military personnel of the opposite sex. As-
sess the extent to which the laws, regula-
tions, policies, directives and practices have
been applied consistently throughout the
Armed Forces, without regard to the Armed
Forces, grade, rank or gender of the individ-
uals involved.

Then comes the third thing we ask
them to do. This was a knowing, con-
scious request—a statement to this
commission, saying this is your duty:

Duty No. 3: Assess the reports of the inde-
pendent panel, the Department of Defense
task force, and the review of existing guid-
ance on fraternization and adultery that
have been required by the Secretary of De-
fense.

Our good friend from Kansas has said
that common sense dictates that since
the Kassebaum Commission made this
recommendation, we ought to follow it.
No. Common sense dictates that when
we appoint a commission with the ex-
plicit duty of assessing the Kassebaum
Commission report—when we do that
knowingly and openly, when we ask 10
distinguished citizens to give up part of
their life to come here and assess the
Kassebaum report, which is what we
did in last year’s law, that we not sim-
ply say, whoops, some of us liked the
Kassebaum report and we are now
going to adopt that and bypass the
very commission that we created. I
mean, what is the point of the Senate
of the United States and the House of
Representatives unanimously tasking a
group of citizens to look at the Kasse-
baum Commission report, among other
things, and now once that report is
issued, because some of us like the rec-
ommendation, we take that piece of
the report and say that we are now
going to put that into law and bypass
our own commission? I think it makes
a mockery of the process that we our-
selves set into motion. We should not
do that.

Now, since I have a couple more min-
utes, I want to state what some of the
underlying facts are about the way in
which the males and females live.

First, nowhere in recruit training in
any service do male and female re-
cruits live in the same room or in the
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same squad bay. These conditions do
not exist now, and they did not exist
when the incidents at Aberdeen took
place. Male and female recruits do live
in the same buildings, and in some
cases, they live in separate wings or on
separate floors. In some cases, they
live on the same floors, but are sepa-
rated by fire-safe barrier walls. But in
every case, male and female recruits
have controlled entrances and exits to
their sleeping areas, and have seg-
regated toilet and shower facilities.

Now, what have the services told us
about this? The heads of the services
have told us, ‘‘Do not change this
now.’’ The heads of the services have
told us this. The chief professionals
have told us this. The senior enlisted
members of the Army, Navy and Air
Force, have written to the committee
opposing the amendment. These are
the professionals that we rely on. When
it comes to the matters affecting the
safety, welfare, and well-being of the
men and women in our military, these
are the people we rely on. These are
the professionals. They have asked us,
‘‘Do not enact this legislation.’’ So on
both counts—that our top military of-
ficials, uniform and civilian, have
asked us to not enact this legislation,
and the fact that we have appointed a
commission that is going to give us a
recommendation, which we put in
place, in part, to review the Kassebaum
Commission report—we should not
take this action tonight.

Finally, the sergeant major of the
Army, the master chief petty officer of
the Navy, and the chief master ser-
geant of the Air Force have written us
a letter, which was referred to by a
number of my colleagues. I will not re-
peat the portions that they read. But I
am going to quote one paragraph that
I believe has not been read. This sum-
marizes, to me, what the really critical
point is, which was so well stated by
the Senators from Maine and Georgia,
and others. This is what they say:

Each time our Nation has asked the Army,
Navy, Air Force or Marines to do a job, it
has been done. Men and women soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen and marines accomplish the
tasks asked of them every day in places like
Bosnia, Haiti, Southwest Asia, and the Far
East. Their many successes in our gender-in-
tegrated All-Volunteer force is a direct re-
sult of the training the services currently
provide.

I hope that we will listen to these
professionals.

These are the individuals who went
to boot camp and have come up
through the ranks to the highest posi-
tion possible for an enlisted member.
When it comes to matters affecting the
safety, welfare, and well-being of the
men and women in our military, these
are the experts! And, they have asked
us not to enact this legislation.

That leaves us with the question:
Who wants this legislation and why?
What problem will it solve?

Neither the military nor civilian
leadership of the Department of De-
fense or of the Military Departments
want it.

The senior enlisted members of the
Army, Navy and Air Force see it as un-
necessary.

Finally, it short-circuits the work of
a Congressional Commission of distin-
guished citizens that this body voted
into law less than one year ago.

The Armed Services Committee in-
cluded in its mark-up a provision to
provide for a moratorium on changes
to policies or practices regarding seg-
regation of integration on the basis of
gender that is within the responsibility
of the Commission appointed by the
Congress, until that Commission ter-
minates in March 1999.

I believe that it would be both short-
sighted and very unfortunate for the
Senate to adopt the Brownback amend-
ment and to cause the Department of
Defense to expend in excess of $150 mil-
lion against the collective judgment—
military and civilian—of DOD and be-
fore we have had the opportunity to
benefit from the advice of our own
Commission.

The second degree amendment Sen-
ators CLELAND and SNOWE have offered
retains the moratorium on changes to
policies or practices regarding segrega-
tion of integration on the basis of gen-
der that is within the responsibility of
the Commission appointed by the Con-
gress, until that Commission termi-
nates in March 1999.

I believe that this is a very reason-
able approach. It would permit the
Army, Navy, and Air Force to continue
to conduct recruit training in the man-
ner best suited to producing soldiers,
sailors, and airmen ready to meet the
challenges of our military. Uniformed
Leadership of our military—leaders to
whose appointments we have given our
advice and consent—say it best:

General Reimer (Chief of Staff of the
Army): ‘‘Segregating their units into
gender unique platoons for training
and billeting the soldiers by gender in
separate buildings will degrade the
commander’s ability to command and
control his or her unit.’’

Admiral Johnson (Chief of Naval Op-
erations): ‘‘Sailors should learn to live
and work together from the first day of
training.’’

Admiral Pilling (Vice Chief of Naval
Operations): ‘‘Learning about security,
privacy, dignity and personal respon-
sibility should not be a lesson left for
the fleet to teach.’’

General Ryan (Chief of Staff of the
Air Force) ‘‘The saying ‘train as we op-
erate’ is more than a catch phrase, it is
an absolute necessity to ensure that
team building begins on the first day
our recruits report to basic training.’’

Senior Enlisted Members ‘‘Any at-
tempt to make a training policy that
applies across all Services is not in the
best interest of the nation and will im-
pact the readiness of the total force.’’

I urge my colleagues to support the
2nd degree amendment and permit our
Commission to complete the work we
assigned to it and to report back to us
before we direct any changes to recruit
training.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I was lis-
tening to the debate when the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama was re-
lating to us his experiences in basic
training, and I was thinking of my ex-
periences in basic training. Quite
frankly, I think I would have been for
integration of the sexes when I was in
basic training, but I am looking at it
differently now than I did at that time.

I would like to respond to something
that the Senator from Michigan said. I
have so much respect for him, but I dis-
agree with him in this respect. As
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, Subcommittee on
Readiness, I spend a lot of time talking
to officers in the field, talking to en-
listed people in the field, as does the
ranking member, the Senator from Vir-
ginia. I find a discrepancy in what you
hear in the field and what you hear
from the chiefs.

I am not saying this critically of the
current chiefs, but I think the chiefs
have always reflected the philosophy of
the President. The President is the
Commander in Chief. He is the guy re-
sponsible for their careers. So we hear
different things from the chiefs here in
Washington than I hear when I go out
to the National Training Center, or to
29 Palms, or Fort Bragg, or to Camp
Lejeune. They are very emphatic and
supportive of that portion of the rec-
ommendations of the Kassebaum-
Baker report having to do with hous-
ing.

Thirdly, three different Members,
while I have been sitting here, have
gone into detail as to the makeup of
the committee that we have asked for
from our committee, and it is a very
distinguished panel. But I think that
we have kind of lost sight of the fact
that the committee that we refer to as
the Kassebaum-Baker committee was
actually appointed under the super-
vision of Secretary of Defense William
Cohen. He put together a committee
and, frankly, I probably would not have
put together the same committee. I
would want it stacked a little bit the
other way. Real briefly, I will go over
the committee.

They are: Richard Allen, retired vice
admiral of the U.S. Navy; Robert
Forman, retired lieutenant general,
U.S. Army; Marcelite Harris, major
general, retired, from the Air Force;
Condoleezza Rice, a Stanford professor;
Don Gardner, a retired major general
from the Marine Corps; Deval Patrick,
who was the Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral for Civil Rights, appointed by
President Clinton. I mean, if there is
anybody who would have a bias toward
the administration, it would be this in-
dividual. Ginger Lee Simpson, retired
U.S. Navy, and others.

I suggest to my fellow Senators that
this committee of 11 had a majority of
women. On this committee of 11, 5 of
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them were either retired generals or
admirals.

I would hold up this committee to be
certainly comparable to the committee
that had been discussed on this floor. I
think any time you have a committee
like this reaching a unanimous deci-
sion—all of these retired women from
all the services, along with the former
Assistant Attorney General in charge
of civil rights appointed by President
Clinton—and it was unanimous; they
all agreed. I think when you have this
unanimity, I can’t imagine that any
other committee is going to come up
with a different result.

What would happen is, it would delay
the implementation of this by a year.
If it is good now, and it is good a year
from now, I think one year should
make a tremendous difference in the
morale of the services, which is cer-
tainly suffering at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ms. SNOWE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). The Senator from Maine.
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I yield 5

minutes of my time to the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Personnel.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. President, would you please no-
tify me when I have consumed 4 min-
utes?

Mr. President, when you spoke so
eloquently here, you said that Senator
BROWNBACK’s amendment could be
summarized in that the men and
women should not be housed together.
I totally agree, 100 percent; men and
women should not be housed together.
I think that the Senator from Maine
agrees with me. There is no argument
here.

But when we talk about separate
housing, I don’t know that necessarily
has to mean separate buildings, be-
cause when you look at the configura-
tion of many of our structures out
there—I agree with what Senator
BROWNBACK said, which was very effec-
tive. This idea that somehow you are
going to use a plywood partition to
separate, that is wrong. It ought to be
permanent. You ought to have separate
entrances. You ought to have separate
common areas. You ought to have that.
We should have that.

But I believe that it is not necessary
to go as far as Senator BROWNBACK at
this point. I think that can be created
with existing structures. If not, then
let’s go ahead with the separate. But,
you see, we are presupposing here.

When we talk about the terrible inci-
dents that have happened—and they
are absolutely deplorable, deplorable.
But I think in one of the cases that was
referenced, a Navy drill instructor
committed sexual misconduct with
some of these individuals. But in none
of those cases did the incidents take
place in the sleeping bay of the bar-

racks. It took place in the office of the
drill instructor. It took place in the
motel down the road. It is not in the
bays.

The idea that we cannot allow a drill
instructor—I don’t know how far that
goes. Can the commanding officer
enter the drill bay to have a meeting
with the recruits, if he is escorted by
someone of the same sex, who are in
the barracks? I think that should be al-
lowed. But I don’t know that it is al-
lowed here.

I am just concerned that perhaps we
have gone a little far.

We have talked about the Kasse-
baum-Baker Commission. Do you know
that they did not look at the advanced
training? They looked strictly at basic.

Why do I make that point? It is be-
cause it was at the advanced training
at Aberdeen. That is where all of these
incidents take place—advanced train-
ing.

We have put together a very effective
group of commission members. It was a
Kempthorne-Byrd amendment that cre-
ated the commission. So I can’t turn
my back on that commission. That
would be wrong. I am not going to turn
my back on the Senator from Maine or
the Senator from Georgia. That would
be wrong. We created a commission in
the Armed Services Committee.

You may have seen, Mr. President, a
few weeks ago the commission was
about ready to split. Four were going
to walk. Congressman BUYER and I met
with them and said, ‘‘Don’t do this.
Don’t rule yourselves irrelevant. There
is such a critical reason for this com-
mission to exist. Stay together. Give
us the answers.’’ Now I am supposed to
say to that commission, ‘‘Oh, by the
way, thanks for staying together, but
we don’t need your conclusions, be-
cause we are going to go ahead with all
of this legislation, because I believe
there is an amendment ready to come
forward that is going to be removing
integrated training.’’

Mr. President, I am going to repeat
what you said. Men and women should
not be housed together. No argument.
No argument. But I believe we can ac-
complish that in the existing struc-
ture.

I also think we have to support a
commission that was put in place.

Again, I want to compliment the
Senator from Kansas. He has brought a
meaningful issue before us. He has been
articulate about it. Senator
BROWNBACK does a good job, but I think
he has gone just a little far in this.
Does separate housing mean you have
to have separate housing and the cost
that goes with that?

I know the Senator from Virginia,
Senator ROBB, a member of the sub-
committee, also would like to speak. I
would like to turn my time over to
him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 25 seconds.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, in 25 sec-
onds let me thank the Senator from
Idaho. I agree with the points he has
made.

I have visited the training in Fort
Jackson and Parris Island and exam-
ined these specific issues. I have asked
for some reports from the GAO. That is
coming in. But we established the com-
mission to give us specific information
to help make these decisions.

I think the Senator from Maine has
adopted the approach that makes
sense. Let’s wait for the commission to
make its report and act on the basis of
that information.

With that, Mr. President, I thank the
Chair and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas controls the remain-
ing time, 15 minutes.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

Mr. ENZI. Thank you, Mr. President.
Mr. President, I rise today to strong-

ly endorse the amendment of my
friend, the Senior Senator from Kan-
sas. This amendment would simply re-
quire the housing of male and female
recruits in separate barracks during re-
cruit training.

It amazes me that this amendment is
even necessary. Every attempt to re-
turn common sense to our military’s
recruit training policies has been ob-
structed by this administration—even
those attempts initiated by the admin-
istration itself. Didn’t the Secretary of
Defense already convene a panel of dis-
tinguished military and civil rights ex-
perts to study this serious problem?
Didn’t this commission—the Kasse-
baum Commission—unanimously point
out the critical importance of—among
other things—giving each gender its
own recruit housing? Hasn’t the admin-
istration had over five years to make
their misguided gender neutral policies
work without success? Sadly and
inexplicably, the answer to all these
questions is yes.

Now we have another commission.
Are we going to continue to appoint
and pay for commissions until we reach
an answer that we like? Are we going
to find it easier to appoint a commis-
sion than to make a decision? I believe
this tactic is called paralysis by analy-
sis. I also believe that the appropriate
time to criticize a commission is before
they report, not after.

A few days of orientation for new re-
cruits before they are kicked into the
hormonal situation that we are putting
them in would be helpful.

Mr. President, the administration’s
arguments in favor of their social engi-
neering are misleading, contradictory
and quite unprecedented. How are they
misleading? The Secretary of Defense
has tried to garner support for his gen-
der neutral training policies on the
grounds that the military simply can-
not do without women. The fact, how-
ever, is that no one on any side of this
debate is advocating that women be
purged from our military, and it is pat-
ently offensive to me that he would in-
dicate that we are. We fully understand
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the importance of women to the func-
tioning of our military. All we are try-
ing to do with this amendment is to
give both genders a training environ-
ment in which they can realize their
fullest potential.

How are the administration’s argu-
ments contradictory? They argue that
the military must train as it fights.
They argue that since men and women
serve together, they must train to-
gether, and be housed together. Yet
one of the things discovered by the
Kassebaum commission is that while
male recruits are required to throw a
hand grenade 35 meters, female re-
cruits are only required to throw it 25
meters. Is the Secretary of Defense im-
plying that our military intends to
make sure our female soldiers are al-
ways 10 meters closer to the enemy
than our male soldiers? Though this
amendment would not address issues of
training such as this, this type of
thinking is indicative of the contradic-
tory quality which pervades all aspects
of this administration’s recruit train-
ing policies—to include housing.

How are the administration’s argu-
ments unprecedented? It is surely un-
precedented to place a political agenda
of social engineering above the simple
requirements of national security. Five
years of gender neutral training bar-
racks have resulted only in lowered
morale, one sex scandal after another,
recruiting shortfalls for every branch
but the Marine Corps which does not
engage in this incredible practice, and
a refusal of this administration to face
these problems. It is noteworthy that
eighteen months after the sex scandals
at Aberdeen, the Kassebaum Commis-
sion found that the policies which pre-
cipitated them had still not been cor-
rected. The Army, like the Navy and
Air Force, have proven singularly un-
successful in solving the problems asso-
ciated with these misguided policies—
policies which deny the existence of
any emotional dynamics between
young men and young women. This is
less a reflection on the earnestness
with which our military leaders have
tried to implement these policies, than
it is an indictment of these unworkable
gender neutral policies themselves. Mr.
President, this amendment represents
a common sense step in the right direc-
tion. It is sorely needed and I encour-
age all members to support it.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. BROWNBACK addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas.
Mr. BROWNBACK. May I inquire how

much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-

utes 40 seconds.
Mr. BROWNBACK. I thank the Chair.
I would like to respond to a few

things that have been stated here
about what we are talking about and
what we are not talking about in the
final minutes that I have in this de-
bate.

No. 1 is, what we are talking about is
separate barracks during basic train-
ing—separate barracks during basic
training. We are not talking about fur-
ther training; we are not talking about
deployment, any of those issues that
are being raised as a smokescreen by
others. We are not talking about sepa-
ration. We are talking about the 9
weeks of basic training, separate bar-
racks.

All right, that is No. 1. No. 2 is we are
also talking about limited access by
trainers of the opposite sex after hours.
We have had instances—we have had
court-martials. Even this month we
have had a court-martial take place in
the Navy involving that type of situa-
tion.

So what we are saying is if you are of
the opposite gender, you can’t go into
the facility where the other gender is
staying after hours other than in emer-
gency cases.

Those are the two things we are talk-
ing about. Those are intimate issues
and they have eminent common sense
about them, plus I might add being
backed up by the Kassebaum-Baker
commission, the Army survey that I
showed, the CRS study that I also cited
earlier.

So I have three studies on this point
as well as making what basically most
people would say is pretty much com-
mon sense about this issue. We are not
talking about separate training. Sen-
ator BYRD was going to have an amend-
ment along that line, and I think he
has some wisdom with it, but we are
not talking about that sort of issue.

Some are saying, look, we don’t have
a problem. Well, I cited to you the
court-martial that has taken place at
the Great Lakes Navy basic training
facility, and I read the quotes from
some of the people involved in that
horrible instance as to what took place
there.

I would also cite to you some other
problem areas. We did some surveying
of the military on these issues. We
asked them about official reprimands
in instances in the last 12 months in-
volving trainers and trainees. The
Army gave us 53 that were involved in
article 15s over the last 2 years involv-
ing trainers and trainees. That is a lot
that were involved in this type of situ-
ation.

Also I want to cite—and there was
one thing the Senator from Michigan
cited saying that this isn’t a particular
problem. We have got those in that
particular case, and the services do not
want to do this. Well, the Army and
Navy and the Air Force may not. The
Marines think that separate training
and separate barracks is the way to go
and they are having fewer instances
that they are reporting.

I want to cite another study. This is
the Department of Defense 1995 sexual
harassment study. This one is amazing
if you look at it. They are talking
about the progress taking place. In
1995, they surveyed their personnel and
55 percent of the women in the Army,

55 percent of the women surveyed in
this Department of Defense study said
they had some type of sexual harass-
ment taking place within the last year.
Listen to how this breaks down. Actual
or attempted rape or assault, 4 percent
of the women surveyed said that this
had happened to them; pressure for sex-
ual favors, 11 percent; touching or cor-
nering, 29 percent.

This is the 1995 Department of De-
fense sexual harassment study. We
don’t have a problem? We have a sig-
nificant problem taking place.

I have other studies to cite here, but
what I want to get to with this is to
say that we have a current and present
problem and danger involved in this
situation. We are talking about an
amendment of very limited scope.

We can do studies until we find one
that comes out the way we want it to
come out, and I suppose if we keep ap-
pointing people that may happen. The
commission that has been appointed
has a much broader purview than this
narrow issue of the barracks.

It says the duties of the commission
shall be to:

Review the current practices of the Armed
Forces, relevant studies, and private sector
training concepts pertaining to gender-inte-
grated training.

OK, but it also says:
Review the laws, regulations, policies, di-

rectives, and practices that govern personal
relationships between men and women in the
Armed Forces and personal relationships be-
tween members of the Armed Forces and
nonmilitary personnel of the opposite sex.

That is broader than just the bar-
racks during basic training we are
talking about.

Assess the extent to which the laws, regu-
lations, policies, and directives have been ap-
plied consistently throughout the Armed
Forces without regard to the Armed Force,
grade, or rank of the individuals involved.

Whether or not everybody is being re-
viewed similarly:

Examine the experiences, policies, and
practices of the Armed Forces of other indus-
trialized nations regarding gender-integrated
training.

Training: We are not talking about
training here. We are just talking
about barracks during basic training.

My point is that some would say we
have appointed this commission and to
not let it go on through; by doing this,
that we are overruling the commission.
This is a very broad-based commission.
We have a clear and present problem in
basic training that just earlier this
month on June 5 we have a court-mar-
tial taking place at the Navy training
grounds, and we have got 53 instances
being reported in the last 2 years by
the Army—53 official reprimands.

I get calls to my office by people ask-
ing to be released from the military be-
cause of sexual harassment that has
happened to them in basic training.

Do we need another year to study
this? Do we need another year to con-
template this?

My own staff then goes down to Fort
Jackson to look at the situation be-
cause there is an issue regarding the
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common area that is involved here:
Let’s just put them in the same facil-
ity, but we will put them on different
floors or separate, different wings out
here, but then we have a common area
together.

My own staff was told about, well,
there was sexual activities taking
place, on the fire escape and in the
telephone booth. Where there is a will
there is a way, I guess. But my point is,
if you are going to put young 18-year-
old recruits in the same place in a pres-
surized environment and you are going
to provide some chances, this is going
to happen.

What we are saying is let’s just put
them in separate facilities by 2001.
Let’s give it some time, common sense,
so we can get this put into place, and
that is specifically and only what we
are talking about. And let’s limit the
supervisors, the trainers being able to
go into the trainees’ facilities of the
opposite sex after hours other than for
emergency cases because we have had
some really horrible instances taking
place there.

So, Mr. President, I think if you look
at the preponderance of evidence that
is here with all the studies that have
been done, we can do yet another one,
and if this one doesn’t come out the
way we want, I suppose we may do yet
another one, but we have enough. We
have a real problem today—and this is
going to really catch up with us—of re-
cruits coming into the military.

This is a simple proposal, a simple
matter. We don’t need to put it off for
another commission to study this. The
evidence is overwhelming and the find-
ings have been overwhelming to date.

So with that, Mr. President, I would
ask my colleagues to vote against the
Snowe amendment. Let us have a vote
on this very simple issue of separate
barracks and not having members of
the opposite sex in the quarters after
hours other than for emergency cases.
That is all that we are asking for in
this particular amendment.

So please vote no on the Snowe
amendment so we can put the Kasse-
baum commission into place.

With that, Mr. President, I inquire
how much time is remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two-and-
a-half minutes.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
would like to be very magnanimous
and yield 2 minutes to somebody who
absolutely disagrees with me on this
amendment, who I think is absolutely
wrong, but I want to be collegial with
my colleagues and recognize and yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Michi-
gan.

I would like 30 seconds at the end in
case I need to say something.

Mr. KENNEDY. I think the Senator
has used the 2 minutes, but I appre-
ciate it. I will return the favor.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank our colleague
from Kansas, and I yield the 2 minutes
to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 2 minutes
and the Senator from Kansas 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, one of
the most important issues involving
training in the military is the issue of
gender integrated training.

Women have been serving with dis-
tinction in our military forces for dec-
ades, but their opportunities have
grown immensely in the past decade.
Unfortunately, the recent sexual har-
assment scandals in the military have
been used by some to oppose the inte-
grated training of men and women in
the military and to urge a return to
separate training. This approach would
be a serious mistake.

In light of the expanded roles for
women in the military it makes sense
to continue to integrate all aspects of
training except for direct combat
training. The Services often cite ‘‘train
as you fight’’ as one of their guidelines
in preparation for war. Each service
trains as it will fight. The Marines and
Army direct ground combat units con-
duct gender segregated basic training.
For all other non-direct ground combat
roles, the services conduct gender inte-
grated training. This is how they will
fight.

Some ask, why should basic training
be any different? But basic training is
where new recruits learn basic military
values. Integrated initial training
makes sense. They will train and fight
as an integrated force for their entire
military careers. There is no reason
why they should not begin to do so as
early as possible. Doing so increases
the readiness of all our military forces.

Opponents also argue for separate
barracks for men and women during
training. But, as anyone who has
served in the military knows, military
training does not end on the drill field
or in the classroom. A great deal of
unit cohesion is built during time
spent in the barracks studying or pre-
paring for the next day’s training. Sep-
arate barracks would further com-
plicate the commanders’ task and
make it more difficult to exercise the
leadership that guarantees the readi-
ness of the military unit.

The barracks now used in basic train-
ing by the services all have independ-
ent sleeping areas and restrooms for
men and women. Each of these areas
has separate entrances. There are
alarms on doors and walls around liv-
ing areas, which are locked at night.
Moreover, there is around-the-clock su-
pervision by the chain of command.
There is no doubt that we have safe and
secure barracks. Wasting over $150 mil-
lion in new construction for separate
barracks that are not needed and are
no more secure makes no sense.

The critics of gender integrated
training cite recent cases of sexual har-
assment as a demonstration of the need
to segregate men and women during
basic training. But almost none of the
instances of sexual harassment or sex-
ual misconduct were committed by re-

cruits on recruits, but by drill instruc-
tors on recruits.

That kind of sexual harassment indi-
cates poor leadership, not a gender in-
tegration problem in training. All of
the Services acknowledge the impor-
tance of improving the quality of re-
cruit training. Commanders and drill
instructors will exercise closer super-
vision over all recruits. That is the
best way to eliminate these abuses and
ensure the high level of readiness re-
quired for our national defense.

We have come a long way toward full
acceptance of women in the military.
But more needs to be done to ensure
that the progress goes forward in the
coming years. Women will not continue
to serve in a military which discrimi-
nates against them. I look forward to a
day when more policies and programs
affecting service members are imple-
mented without regard to gender.
Women in the military deserve no less.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Kansas has 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I wish to simply
respond to the statements of the Sen-
ator from Michigan and the Senator
from Massachusetts. They are simply
not true. We have the June 5 case tak-
ing place at the Navy train facility, a
court-martial because of fraterniza-
tion, harassment, sexual activity by
the trainer with trainees involved in
this.

Separate barracks: Keep the trainers
out afterhours. This makes sense, and I
would ask my colleagues to vote
against the Snowe amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on the second-degree
amendment offered by the Senator
from Maine.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the second-
degree amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Maine.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) and the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. ROTH) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPECTER) is ab-
sent because of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. HELMS) would vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA), the Sen-
ator from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS), the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
ROCKEFELLER), and the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. GLENN) are necessarily ab-
sent.

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 37, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 172 Leg.]

YEAS—56

Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Chafee
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
D’Amato
Daschle
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Feingold

Feinstein
Ford
Graham
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Lugar
Mack
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Sarbanes
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas
Thurmond
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—37

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bond
Brownback
Byrd
Campbell
Coats
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
DeWine
Enzi

Faircloth
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Hatch
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kyl
Lott

McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Thompson
Warner

NOT VOTING—7

Akaka
Baucus
Glenn

Helms
Rockefeller
Roth

Specter

The amendment (No. 2979) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2978, AS AMENDED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). Is there further debate on
the first-degree Brownback amendment
numbered 2978, as amended? If not, the
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 2978), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I wish
to engage in a colloquy with the Chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee,
Senator THURMOND.

The report accompanying this legis-
lation states that the committee has
included $191.4 million for three
‘‘standard’’ C–130J aircraft (in addition
to funding for two other C–130J
variants). The Administration’s budget
request included funding for one stand-
ard C–130J for the active Air Force.
Thus, the committee added two stand-
ard C–130Js to the budget.

The report further states that these
two standard C–130J aircraft added by
this bill are designated for Reserve
Component Modernization. However,
the report appears not to include a des-
ignation for the requested C–130J. I
would like to ask the Chairman, does
the committee intend that all three of

the standard C–130J aircraft in this
bill—not simply the two added to the
request—are designated for the Air Na-
tional Guard?

Mr. THURMOND. Yes, that is cor-
rect.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to compliment the Chairman of
the Armed Services Committee on his
very skillful handling of this important
legislation and for his statesmanlike
approach to some serious and troubling
budget issues in this year’s defense
budget.

This year the defense budget is once
again confronted with a serious mis-
match between the DoD/OMB and the
CBO estimates of the outlays needed to
execute the programs in the budget.
CBO’s estimate was $3.7 billion higher
than OMB and DoD’s estimate.

Becuase the President’s proposed de-
fense budget was right up against the
discretionary spending caps adopted in
the Bipartisan Budget Agreement,
compensating for CBO scoring would
require large reductions in manpower,
procurement, or readiness, or all three.
Cuts like that are simply not accept-
able.

Thanks in large part to the coopera-
tion we received from the Chairman of
the Armed Services Committee and of
the Appropriations Committee, from
CBO and from OMB, we were able to de-
vise a solution to much of the problem.
The solution has three parts:

First, Congress would legislate poli-
cies recommended by the Administra-
tion to better manage cash in DoD’s
Working Capital Funds. This would
lower fiscal year 1999 outlays by $1.3
billion.

Second, Congress would agree to
changes in two classified accounts in
the Air Force budget that would lower
1999 outlays by $700 million.

Third, Congress would enact asset
sales amounting to roughly $700 mil-
lion.

The Chairmen of the Armed Services
Committee and the Appropriations
Committee have assured me that taken
together these actions reduce the 1999
outlay shortage to manageable dimen-
sions and help avoid the negative effect
on readiness or modernization that was
feared.

Mr. President, I have reviewed the
text of the 1999 Defense Authorization
bill, and I believe we are within reach
of the solution. However, I have a con-
cern.

The cash management provisions of
DoD’s Working Capital Funds contains
a waiver clause for the Secretary of De-
fense that is very broad. I am con-
cerned that some in the Department
may find this waiver authority too
tempting to resist and will use up the
outlays intended to be left in the cash
reserves of the Working Capital Funds.
Unless there are truly extraordinary
and compelling reasons that are not
now apparent to us, I believe it would
be a very serious mistake to use the
available waiver authority. Doing so
would certainly destroy the coopera-

tion and trust that has been built up
this year with the Defense Department
and OMB as we worked together to ad-
dress this outlay problem.

Assuming there is no unwarranted
use of the waiver authority granted in
the amendment, I believe we can say
we have bridged this problem this year.
Next year, I very strongly hope we will
receive more accurate outlay estimates
from those who have in the past tended
to underestimate them. It is unaccept-
able to receive such miscounts of out-
lays and then to be told that for Con-
gress to adopt more accurate esti-
mates, the readiness and moderniza-
tion of our Armed Forces must be re-
duced. I hope this is the last time we
are forced to address this issue.

Mr. WARNER. Momentarily, as act-
ing leader, I will address the Senate.

On behalf of Senator LOTT, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
INHOFE now be recognized to offer an
amendment relative to BRAC and there
be 30 minutes equally divided for de-
bate tonight. Following that debate,
the amendment be laid aside. I further
ask that Senator HARKIN then be recog-
nized to offer an amendment relative
to VA health care, and there be 1 hour
of debate equally divided for debate to-
night, and the amendment then be laid
aside.

I further ask that, at 9:30 a.m. on
Thursday, Senator WELLSTONE be rec-
ognized to offer an amendment relative
to DOD schools and there be 30 minutes
equally divided; following the conclu-
sion or yielding back of time, the Sen-
ate proceed to vote on or in relation to
the amendment, with no amendments
in order prior to the vote.

I further ask that, following the dis-
position of the Wellstone amendment,
the Senate resume the Inhofe amend-
ment for 10 minutes of closing re-
marks, to be equally divided, and the
vote then occur on or in relation to the
Inhofe amendment, with no amend-
ments in order prior to the vote.

I further ask that, following the vote
on or in relation to the Inhofe amend-
ment, there be 10 minutes of debate on
the Harkin amendment, and the vote
then occur on or in relation to the Har-
kin amendment, with no amendments
in order prior to the vote.

Is there any objection?
Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to

object.
Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to

object, I didn’t quite hear all that, but
there has always been sort of a comity
in the Senate where we alternate from
side to side on amendments. It seems
to me the last couple of amendments
have been on the other side. It would
seem to be only logical that the next
amendment be on this side.

I ask the Senator if we couldn’t do
that. I only need about 15 minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. HARKIN. I am happy to yield to

the Senator.
Mr. INHOFE. I ask the Senator to at

least consider that the amendment I
have to offer is not a Republican
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amendment. We have just as many
Democrats as Republicans. I have been
waiting for 61⁄2 hours to take it up. It
will be very short. We have agreed to a
time agreement, and we will not even
take that much time.

Mr. HARKIN. I have a time agree-
ment also, and I have been waiting all
day. I will take only about 15 minutes
on mine.

Mr. INHOFE. I have been on the
floor.

Mr. HARKIN. We usually go back and
forth on these things.

Mr. WARNER. I wonder if at this
point the two Senators could sort this
out in such a way that we could pro-
ceed tonight. I understand the Senator
from Arizona also desires some time, 5
minutes on the Inhofe amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. If we reduce both debates
tonight to 20 minutes, that might re-
solve this problem.

Mr. INHOFE. If I can go first, I am
agreeable to that.

Mr. HARKIN. That would put you on
until just before 9 o’clock. That would
put me up about 9 o’clock. I still don’t
know why we can’t go back and forth
like we have always done in the past.

Mr. WARNER. I have to say to the
Senator, I was not in the chair as the
manager at the time the agreement
was drawn.

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to
object, I want to ask one clarification.
I understand this unanimous consent
would preclude second-degree amend-
ments at any time?

Mr. WARNER. Prior to the vote, that
is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. At any time prior to?
Mr. WARNER. Any time prior to the

vote.
Mr. President, I repeat the unani-

mous consent request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have

a further announcement for Senators.
For the information of all Senators,
there will be no further votes tonight.
Several Members have agreed to re-
main tonight to debate other amend-
ments, and there will be three votes oc-
curring at 10 a.m., with a few minutes
debate between the second and third
votes.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
AMENDMENT NO. 2981

(Purpose: To modify the restrictions on the
general authority of the Department of De-
fense regarding the closure and realign-
ment of military installations, to express
the sense of the Congress on further rounds
of such closures and realignments, and for
other purposes)

Mr. INHOFE. I have an amendment
at the desk, and I ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE],

for himself and Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DASCHLE,
Mr. LOTT, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. BENNETT, Mr.

SMITH of New Hampshire, Ms. COLLINS, Mr.
SHELBY, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. HATCH, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. CONRAD and Mr. CLELAND, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2981.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in Title XXVIII of

the bill, insert the following:
SEC. . MODIFICATION OF LIMITATIONS ON GEN-

ERAL AUTHORITY RELATING TO
BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGN-
MENTS.

(a) ACTIONS COVERED BY NOTICE AND WAIT
PROCEDURES.—Subsection (a) of section 2687
of title 10, United States Code, is amended by
striking out paragraphs (1) and (2) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following new
paragraphs (1) and (2):

‘‘(1) the closure of any military installa-
tion at which at least 225 civilian personal
are authorized to be employed;

‘‘(2) any realignment with respect to a
military installation referred to in para-
graph (1) if such realignment will result in
an aggregate reduction in the number of ci-
vilian personnel authorized to be employed
at such military installation during the fis-
cal year in which notice of such realignment
is submitted to Congress under subsection
(b) equal to or greater than—

‘‘(A) 750 such civilian personnel; or
‘‘(B) the number equal to 40 percent of the

total number of civilian personnel author-
ized to be employed at such military instal-
lation at the beginning of such fiscal year;
or’’.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Subsection (e) of that
section is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘(includ-
ing a consolidation)’’ after ‘‘any action’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(5) The term ‘closure’ includes any action

to inactivate or abandon a military installa-
tion or to transfer a military installation to
caretaker status.’’.
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON CLOSURE OF A BASE

WITHIN FOUR YEARS AFTER A RE-
ALIGNMENT OF THE BASE.

(a) PROHIBITION.—(1) Chapter 159 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 2687 the following:
§ 2688. Base closures and realignments: clo-

sure prohibited within four years after re-
alignment in certain cases
‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, no action may be
taken, and no funds appropriated or other-
wise available to the Department of Defense
may be obligated or expended, to effect or
implement the closure of a military installa-
tion within 4 years after the completion of a
realignment of the installation that, alone
or with other causes, reduced the number of
civilian personnel employed at that installa-
tion below 225.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the
terms ‘military installation’, ‘civilian per-
sonnel’, and ‘realignment’ have the meanings
given such terms in section 2687(e) of this
title.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by inserting after
the item related to section 2687 the follow-
ing:
‘‘2688. Base closures and realignments: clo-

sure prohibited within four
years after realignment in cer-
tain cases.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
2687(a) of such title is amended by inserting
‘‘(other than section 2688 of this title)’’ after
‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of
law’’.

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FURTHER
ROUNDS OF BASE CLOSURES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) While the Department of Defense has

proposed further rounds of base closures,
there is no need to authorize in 1998 a new
base closure commission that would not
begin its work until three years from now, in
2001;

(2) While the Department of Defense has
submitted a report to the Congress in re-
sponse to Section 2824 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998,
that report—

(A) based its estimates of the costs and
savings of previous base closure rounds on
data that the General Accounting Office has
described as ‘‘inconsistent’’, ‘‘unreliable’’
and ‘‘incomplete’’;

(B) failed to demonstrate that the Defense
Department is working effectively to im-
prove its ability to track base closure costs
and savings resulting from the 1993 and 1995
base closure rounds, which are ongoing;

(C) modeled the savings to be achieved as a
result of further base closure rounds on the
1993 and 1995 rounds, which are as yet incom-
plete and on which the Department’s infor-
mation is faulty; and

(D) projected that base closure rounds in
2001 and 2005 would not produce substantial
savings until 2008, a decade after the federal
government will have achieved unified budg-
et balance, and 5 years beyond the planning
period for the current congressional budget
and Future Years Defense Plan;

(3) Section 2824 required that the Congres-
sional Budget Office and the General Ac-
counting Office review the Defense Depart-
ment’s report, and—

(A) The General Accounting Office stated
on May 1 that ‘‘we are now conducting our
analysis to be able to report any limitations
that may exist in the required level of de-
tail. . . . [W]e are awaiting some supporting
documentation from the military services to
help us finish assessing the report’s informa-
tion.’’;

(B) The Congressional Budget Office stated
on May 1 that its review is ongoing, and that
‘‘it is important that CBO take the time nec-
essary to provide a thoughtful and accurate
evaluation of DoD’s report, rather than issue
a preliminary and potentially inaccurate as-
sessment.’’;

(4) The Congressional Budget Office rec-
ommended that ‘‘The Congress could con-
sider authorizing an additional round of base
closures if the Department of Defense be-
lieves that there is a surplus of military ca-
pacity after all rounds of BRAC have been
carried out. That consideration, however,
should follow an interval during which DoD
and independent analysts examine the actual
impact of the measures that have been taken
thus far.’’

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that:

(1) Congress should not authorize further
rounds of base closures and realignments
until all actions authorized by the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990
are completed; and

(2) The Department of Defense should sub-
mit forthwith to the Congress the report re-
quired by Section 2815 of Public Law 103–337,
analyzing the effects of base closures and re-
alignments on the ability of the Armed
Forces to remobilize, describing the military
construction projects needed to facilitate
such remobilization, and discussing the as-
sets, such as air space, that would be dif-
ficult to reacquire in the event of such re-
mobilization.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
Chair’s understanding that the time on
both amendments has now been re-
duced to 20 minutes.
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Mr. INHOFE. That is correct.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I did not

agree to that. I am sorry, that had to
do with something else. I still reserve
the amount of time that was requested.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the original order, the Senator from
Oklahoma, Mr. INHOFE, gets 30 min-
utes, equally divided, and the Senator
from Iowa, Senator HARKIN, gets 1
hour, equally divided. That is the origi-
nal order.

The Senator from Oklahoma has the
floor.

Mr. INHOFE. I think I probably will
voluntarily cut this down. It depends
on who shows up and wants to be
heard.

Mr. President, as I have said in re-
sponse to the comment by the Senator
from Iowa, this is not really a Repub-
lican amendment. We have, certainly,
Senator DASCHLE, Senator DORGAN,
Senator CLELAND, Senator CONRAD, and
many Democrats who are supporting
this amendment.

The need for this amendment came
up when several comments were made
by members of the administration, pri-
marily Acting Secretary Peters of the
Air Force, making statements that,
‘‘We don’t care whether or not we are
authorized to have further BRAC
rounds, we are going to go ahead and
close bases anyway.’’

Later in this discussion, I will actu-
ally offer some of the quotes that were
made. Right now, I will merely explain
what this amendment does. It does es-
sentially five things.

First of all, the current language, in
order for a military facility to be
closed without Congress’ consent, has a
threshold of 300 civilian employees. Let
me stress, that is civilian employees,
not military employees. This bill will
reduce that number to 225.

Now, my original bill would have re-
duced it to 150. I still like that better.
However, I was willing to accommodate
the concerns of several Democrats and
other people who wanted to have 225.
The effect of this would mean that if
they tried to close a military base,
they could not do it without our con-
sent unless that base had more than 225
civilian employees.

No. 2, in the event that realignment
became the desire of the services—De-
partment of Defense—that they could
not do it if there were as many as 750
civilian positions or 40 percent of the
total civilians authorized to be em-
ployed.

The current language has a threshold
of 1,000 civilian employees at 50 percent
of the total civilians authorized to be
employed. So this again is dropping
that down a modest amount, by ap-
proximately 25 percent.

No. 3, we clarify the definition of clo-
sure. The reason we feel this is nec-
essary is that there have been state-
ments made like, ‘‘We will just transfer
it to a caretaker status, or a state of
inaction or abandonment.’’ What we
are doing is expanding the definition in
the law of closure to include these

statements, so that someone cannot do
this and circumvent the closure re-
quirements by saying we are not clos-
ing, we are just abandoning or putting
it into a state of inaction.

On this, I pause at this point and say,
if you stop and think about every com-
munity in America that might have
some type of a facility, they would not
know, they would not be prepared in
advance as to whether or not somebody
is going to try to make it inactive or
put it into caretaker status. We want
to be straightforward and say if you
are going to close it, you are going to
close it—using those terms.

No. 4, we will add a provision that re-
quires a waiting period of 4 years after
a realignment before a base could be
closed, if that realignment drops the
civilian workforce below the new
threshold of 225 civilians. Our concern
here is that this can be circumvented
and we could be left out of the loop as
the U.S. Senate if they were able to
take it one step at a time and say, fine,
we are going to go ahead and realign,
and next week we will come and re-
align some more and have the effect of
closing a base entirely, regardless of
the number of employees, if they are
willing to do that. This would preclude
that.

Lastly, it is the sense of the Senate
that there is no need to reauthorize for
the year 2001 in this 1998 authorization
bill. There is no reason in the world
that we can’t have more time to con-
sider this and to see how current law
works and maybe address this again in
the 1999 authorization bill. It would not
make any difference at all; it would
still be the year 2001.

These are essentially the changes in
the current law that this amendment
would offer.

With that, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. INHOFE. I don’t have any re-

quests for time on my side.
I retain the remainder of my time.
Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this

amendment sends the wrong message
to every single person in the Defense
Department. That message is: Do as I
say, not as I do. We are telling the De-
partment of Defense to be more effi-
cient, to adopt better business prac-
tices, to do more with less, to go faster
in reshaping the military for the
threats of the 21st century.

We are pushing the DOD to have
their inventory maintained more effi-
ciently, to cut acquisition personnel,
cut headquarters personnel, cut the
number of ships and aircraft and com-
bat troops. But, apparently, the mili-
tary forces of the future that some col-
leagues have in mind will cut equip-
ment, people, and supplies, but leave
all the empty buildings standing to im-
press people.

This amendment tells our soldiers
that despite what we say, our real pri-

ority would be to protect our turf back
home, instead of protecting the well-
being of our future soldiers, sailors,
airmen and marines. Every single top
uniformed military and civilian mili-
tary have told us that the reality is
that the money we spend maintaining
more bases than we need is money that
we can’t spend buying our troops the
things that they do need.

You know, it is one thing not to au-
thorize some more BRAC rounds, and it
is something altogether different to
make even an alignment that is cur-
rently possible without BRAC, to make
that more difficult. This amendment
takes us in exactly the wrong direc-
tion. It will make reductions more dif-
ficult than they are now.

I happen to support BRAC rounds,
but that is not the issue here. The issue
here isn’t whether we add a round or
two rounds of BRAC, as much as that
may be necessary in the judgment of
some of us; the issue here is whether or
not we make it more difficult to re-
align facilities that are currently
realignable without BRAC. This
amendment will make it more dif-
ficult.

If this amendment is adopted, it is ei-
ther going to kill this bill, or if the
President does sign a bill that includes
this provision—which is a very uncer-
tain prospect—it is going to put a very
large wrench into the Defense Depart-
ment’s gears and bring the Defense De-
partment’s efforts to make its base
structure more rational and efficient
to a grinding halt.

The Secretary and Deputy Secretary
are trying to move the Defense Depart-
ment into the 21st century. This
amendment is trying to set the Defense
Department in concrete.

This is what Secretary Cohen wrote
to Chairman THURMOND and me on
June 22:

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to ex-
press the Department of Defense’s strong op-
position to an amendment to the fiscal year
1999 Defense Authorization Bill that has been
proposed by Senators Inhofe and Dorgan. If
enacted, this amendment would further re-
strict the Department’s already limited abil-
ity to adjust the size and composition of its
base structure. The Department will have
views on other provisions in the Authoriza-
tion Bill as well, but I want to draw your at-
tention to this particular amendment before
the Senate completes consideration of your
bill.

The Department can undertake closures
and realignments only after first complying
with the requirements of 10 USC 2687. As a
practical matter, section 2687 greatly re-
stricts the Department for taking any action
to reduce base capacity at installations with
more than 300 civilians authorized. The
amendment being proposed would extend the
application of section 2687 to an even greater
number of installations.

This proposal would seriously undermine
my capacity to manage the Department of
Defense. Even after eight years of serious at-
tention to the problem, we still have more
infrastructure than we need to support our
forces. Operating and maintaining a base
structure that is larger than necessary has
broad, adverse consequences for our military
forces. It diverts resources that are critical
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to maintaining readiness and funding a ro-
bust modernization program. It spreads a
limited amount of operation and mainte-
nance funding too thinly across DoD’s facili-
ties, degrading the quality of life and oper-
ational support on which readiness depends.
It prevents us from adapting our infrastruc-
ture to keep pace with the operational and
technical innovations that are at the corner-
stone of our strategy for the 21st century. In
short, this amendment would be a step back-
ward that would harm our long-term secu-
rity by protecting unnecessary infrastruc-
ture.

I urge you to oppose the Inhofe/Dorgan
amendment during floor consideration of the
Authorization Bill. Its passage would put the
entire bill at risk. Congress has given me the
responsibility to organize and manage the
Department’s operations efficiently. I need
to preserve my existing authority to fulfill
that responsibility.

Mr. President, I think all of us who
are on the Armed Services Commit-
tee—including my friend who is propos-
ing this amendment—are very sensitive
to that question. We want an author-
ization bill, we want to get an author-
ization bill to the President, and we
want him to sign an authorization bill.
The Secretary of Defense is telling us
in this letter, in his words, that pas-
sage of this amendment would ‘‘put the
entire bill at risk.’’

There are many ways in which this
amendment would make it more dif-
ficult for the Defense Department to
realign bases that are currently
realignable. It does that by changing,
reducing the number of civilians at a
base that would require notification to
Congress, or would require realignment
action by a base closing commission.
This amendment lowers the threshold
for any base with 300 people to a base
with 225 civilians. Even though the cur-
rent definition of 300 captures all of our
major installations, this amendment
would go deeper. This amendment
would make it more difficult for the
Secretary of Defense to make the kind
of efficiencies that we are demanding
everywhere else in the defense budget.

So I hope this amendment will be re-
jected. It is a step in the wrong direc-
tion. If we don’t have what, in my judg-
ment, is the courage to adopt an addi-
tional round or two rounds of BRAC—
of Base Closing Commission—with the
power to make a recommendation to us
and the President, and a certainty that
that would be voted on—if we don’t
have the courage to do that because it
will put at risk facilities in each of our
States, for heaven’s sake, we should
not go backwards, dig ourselves into a
deeper hole, require lesser efficiencies
instead of greater efficiencies. We
should not set the Department of De-
fense in deeper concrete, thicker con-
crete than it already is in. So I hope
that this amendment will be rejected.

I thank our colleague, Senator
INHOFE, for a number of things.

One is his willingness to raise this
amendment tonight, even though it
means there will be less time tomorrow
for us to debate this amendment. His
willingness to offer this amendment to-
night is very courteous to all of us who

are trying to move this bill. I thank
him for that courtesy, and many other
courtesies which he has extended.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish
to associate myself with the remarks
of the distinguished Senator from
Michigan. It has been a very helpful
step to enable us to keep moving here
tonight.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
Senate Armed Services Committee ex-
pressed its views regarding base closure
when it voted 10 to 8 against an amend-
ment that would have authorized addi-
tional base closure rounds. I fully sup-
port that decision although I have an
open mind on future legislation, espe-
cially if the Administration makes a
better case for additional rounds and
the rounds are scheduled after the cur-
rent base closure activities are com-
pleted.

In regard to the amendment before
us, I believe it will have little if any
impact on whether or not we will close
additional bases. The amendment is in
reaction to the Department’s threat to
close bases by attriting personnel
below the 300 threshold set by section
2687 of title 10. While I do not believe
that this is an idle threat, reducing the
threshold to 225 personnel will have lit-
tle or no impact.

To close or realign bases under sec-
tion 2687, the Department of Defense
must notify Congress as part of its re-
quest for authorization of appropria-
tions and must provide the Congress an
evaluation of fiscal, local economic,
budgetary, environmental, strategic,
and operational consequences of pro-
posed closures and realignments. One
of the most important drawbacks to
the section 2687 process is the require-
ment to complete a full environmental
study under the provisions of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act be-
fore a closure or realignment decision
is made and sent to Congress. While
such studies are under way, usually for
a period of 12 to 18 months, litigation is
likely to arise, effectively derailing the
proposed closure and realignment. Ad-
ditionally, individual actions can be
thwarted by withholding the appropria-
tion of funds to execute a closure or re-
alignment. Section 2687 has effectively
prevented DoD from reducing its infra-
structure through closures or realign-
ments at any of its significant facili-
ties.

Mr. President, this legislation is un-
necessary and I urge the Senate to re-
ject the amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
letter from the BENS Tail-to-Tooth
Commission, and a letter from Tax-
payers for Common Sense.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BENS TAIL-TO-TOOTH COMMISSION,
June 10, 1998.

Hon. STROM THURMOND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR THURMOND: We are writing
to express our strong opposition to the Dor-
gan-Inhofe Amendment to the FY1999 De-
fense Authorization bill. This amendment se-
verely hampers the Pentagon’s ability to ra-
tionally manage its military bases and per-
sonnel.

As members of the BENS Tail-to-Tooth
Commission, we all share a commitment to
reforming the Department of Defense so that
we can invest savings in new procurement
and enhancing the readiness of our military
forces. the Senate is on record in support of
these goals; yet, the Dorgan-Inhofe amend-
ment moves us in the opposite direction. By
locking in the status quo, this proposal pre-
vents the Pentagon from making rational
business decision that will save money, and
most importantly, improve the support pro-
vided to service members.

Under this plan, the Pentagon is required
to prepare costly and time consuming im-
pact statements when it proposes to move as
few as ten civilian employees. It also pro-
vides unfair protection to numerous facili-
ties that would be declared off limits should
be the Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission be authorized in the future.

Passage of the Dorgan-Inhofe amendment
would be a major blow to the cause of smart
management. the cost to taxpayers, and
most important, to the troops will be signifi-
cant. We urge you to oppose this ill-con-
ceived proposal.

Sincerely,
Admiral Stanley R. Arthur, USN (Ret.);

Mr. Raphael Benaroya; Mr. Denis A.
Bovin; the Honorable Howard H.
Callaway; the Honorable Frank C. Car-
lucci; Ms. Maryles V. Casto; Mr. Mi-
chael S. Fields; the Honorable Sidney
Harman; Dr. Anita K. Jones; the Hon-
orable James R. Jones; Mr. James V.
Kimsey; Admiral Wesley McDonald,
USN (Ret.); Lt. Gen. Thomas
McInerney, USAF (Ret.); Ms. Ann
McLaughlin; General Merrill A.
McPeak, USAF (Ret.); General Thomas
Moorman, USAF (Ret.); Mr. John P.
Morgridge; Mr. William F. Murdy; Ad-
miral William A. Owens, USN (Ret.);
the Honorable William J. Perry; Mr.
William J. Rouhana, Jr.; Admiral Wil-
liam D. Smith, USN (Ret.); General
Gordon R. Sullivan, USA (Ret.) and Mr.
Josh S. Weston.

OPPOSE DORGAN/INHOFE AMENDMENT TO MAKE
IT HARDER TO REALIGN SMALL MILITARY BASES

DEAR SENATOR: When the Senate considers
S. 2057, the Fiscal Year 1999 Defense Author-
ization Bill, we urge you to vote against the
Dorgan/Inhofe Amendment, which would
make it more difficult to realign and con-
solidate small military installations. The
amendment would require Department of De-
fense (DoD) to waste money that could oth-
erwise be used to reduce overall defense
spending or pay for improved readiness or
weapons procurement. The amendment
would be a disservice to both taxpayers and
soldiers.

Currently, the law restricts DoD’s ability
to close bases that have authorizations for
300 or more civilians. The law also restricts
realignments at installations with over 300
civilians authorized when the realignment
involves the reduction or relocation of more
than fifty percent of civilians authorized.
The amendment expands the scope of the re-
strictions by decreasing the 300 person
threshold to 225 and restricting realignments
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at all installations if such action affects 40
percent or more of the civilians authorized.

To illustrate, an installation as few as ten
civilians could not realign more than three
employee positions without: (1) notifying
Congress of the proposed action as part of
DoD’s request for defense authorizations; (2)
providing Congress with an evaluation of the
fiscal, local economic, budgetary and envi-
ronmental impact, strategic, and operational
consequences of proposed closures and re-
alignments; (3) conducting a full environ-
mental study before the proposal is sent to
Congress; and (4) then waiting 30 legislative
days or 60 calendar after notifying Congress
before executing the realignment.

There is no need to compel the DoD to
maintain Cold War infrastructures now that
the Cold War has ended. The proposed
amendment would make it all but impossible
for the DoD to reorganize, consolidate, or
close unnecessary small bases. Every exces-
sive base, airfield, depot and station under-
mines U.S. national security and wastes tax-
payer money. We urge you to allow DoD to
retain one of the tools it needs to provide the
American people with the best possible de-
fense our tax dollars can buy. Vote ‘‘NO’’ to
the Dorgan/Inhofe Amendment.

Sincerely,
RALPH DEGENNARO,

Executive Director.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have
a few comments.

Ironically, I was the author of the
last base closure legislation. I saw
right here just a day or so ago Senator
DIXON of Illinois. He was my other
principal author of that resolution.

I think it is absolutely essential that
the United States reduce its infrastruc-
ture and enable the Secretary today
and the Secretaries of Defense there-
after to husband those funds from the
reduction as best they can and channel
those needed dollars into readiness and
modernization, and all types of things
that have a much, much higher prior-
ity than so much of the excess that we
now have in the military structure.

The last time we considered this
BRAC concept in the committee, I
voted against it simply because I was
so disheartened by some of the proce-
dures with regard to certain bases in
California, and then subsequent revela-
tion of letters from an individual in the
Secretary of Defense’s Office which
clearly indicated to me a certain bias.

We just have to get politics out of
this process someday. I am not sure
when that will be. But as soon as we
can come up with some system which
guarantees elimination of politics,
then you can count on the Senator
from Virginia supporting the BRAC
process going forward. In the mean-
time, I register my opposition against
my good friend and fellow Member.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I want

to clarify the time of the minority
leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan controls 5 minutes
45 seconds. The Senator from Okla-
homa has 10 minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. I would be happy to yield
that 5 minutes to the Senator from Ar-
izona.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I was
looking at the amendment. I find it to
be very interesting.

First of all, there is a very strongly
worded letter from the Secretary of De-
fense:

Congress has given me the responsibility
to organize and manage the Department’s
operations efficiently. I need to preserve my
existing authority to fulfill that responsibil-
ity.

I think Secretary Cohen’s words are
very important. We should keep them
in mind.

Mr. President, I was looking at this
amendment. There is a prohibition, and
there is a sense-of-the-Senate part of
the prohibition which says, ‘‘Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, no
action may be taken, and no funds ap-
propriated, or otherwise available to
the Department of Defense, may be ob-
ligated or expended to effect, or imple-
ment, the closure of a military instal-
lation within 4 years after the comple-
tion of a realignment of the installa-
tion.’’

That alone—‘‘. . . or with other
causes, reduce the number of civilian
personnel employed at that installa-
tion below 225.’’

I find that an astonishing clause.
First of all, civilian employment seems
to be the case here. Second of all, 4
years?

Suppose you had an installation—I
ask the Senator from Oklahoma—that
had 230 civilian employees, and a con-
tract at the base at the Pentagon was
canceled, therefore negating the need
for the civilian workers, and reduce
them by 6, down from 230, down to 224.
Nothing can be done by the Secretary
of Defense for 4 years? This is a very
unusual restraint that we are attempt-
ing to impart on the Secretary of De-
fense.

Second of all, on the sort of findings
here, there is one finding that should
be leading of all in this; that is, base
closures save money. That is some-
thing that we seem to avoid in this de-
bate—that fact. If base closures didn’t
save money, Mr. President, we made a
horrible mistake at the end of World
War II. Do you know? We made a ter-
rible mistake at the end of World War
II, because there were thousands of
bases around America. Do you know
what? We closed them. I can’t imagine
how much that must have cost the tax-
payer in order to close those thousands
of bases.

I sit here and listen to arguments
that closing bases costs money. Of
course it costs money in the short
term. You are cleaning up an installa-
tion. But everybody knows that in the
long term it saves money. And, unless
we do so, you cannot hope to fund the
modernization of the force and all of
the other requirements that we need to

meet the challenges of the 21st cen-
tury.

Mr. President, the Department of De-
fense estimates that they need to close
about 50 major facilities and realign 25
others. That is so they can match in-
frastructure to force size and struc-
ture.

I hear many, many hours of debate
on the base closing issue, but I don’t
hear the debate that I think is nec-
essary on the floor of the Senate in
order to maintain our national defense
capability—the overall question. We
are spending less and less on defense.
We are putting more money into pork
barrel projects, and we are allowing a
base to close. The ultimate result is
that you reduce the capability of the
military force.

Not only did we turn back in com-
mittee. I was sorry that the Senator
from Virginia chose to vote against the
amendment in committee. Not only did
we vote in committee against any base
closing round anytime in the near fu-
ture, but now we are going to restrict
even the ability of the Secretary of De-
fense to move people around from one
base to another in keeping with the
changing mission.

I, frankly, first of all, don’t under-
stand the argument that somehow clos-
ing bases doesn’t save money. As I say,
if we did, we made a terrible mistake
after World War II and after the Ko-
rean war and after the Vietnam war.

The other thing I don’t understand is
how we can worry about the Congres-
sional Budget Office. The May 1 review
is ongoing, and it is for the Congres-
sional Budget Office to take the time
necessary to provide a thoughtful and
accurate evaluation of DOD’s report
rather than issue a preliminary and po-
tentially inaccurate assessment.

The Congressional Budget Office, in a
remarkable act of courage, says the
Congressional Budget Office rec-
ommended the Congress could consider
authorizing an additional round of base
closing if the Department of Defense
believes there is a surplus of military
capacity.

Is there anybody who thinks that the
Department of Defense doesn’t believe
there is a surplus of military capacity?
After all, BRAC rounds have been car-
ried out. This consideration, however,
should follow an interval during which
DOD and independent analysts examine
the actual impact of the measures that
have been taken thus far.

Mr. President, I oppose the amend-
ment.

I ask for an additional minute from
the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is out of time.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I hope
someday that we will address the
issues on this floor—like 11,100 mili-
tary families on food stamps, like men
and women who are leaving the mili-
tary in droves because they do not
have the equipment to fight with and
operate with, like the incredible long
deployments that we are sending these
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men and women on, like the fact that
we are not prepared to meet the post-
cold-war challenges in any reasonable
and responsible way. Instead, we seem
to spend our time arguing and fighting
over a base closing. I think, frankly, it
is something we ought to get resolved
and behind us. If we never want to
close a base, let’s do that. But let’s not
go through this every single year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of
all, I have so much respect for both the
Senator from Arizona and the Senators
from Michigan and Virginia. I have to
say, I am sure the Senator from Ari-
zona would agree that there is no
stronger proponent for a strong na-
tional defense than I am. We work
hard.

One of the big problems I have is that
we need to look at the overall picture.
All this talk about base closings is im-
portant. I support base closures. I made
it very clear that we have time on this.
If we do not have base closures until
the year 2001, there is no reason to be
addressing base closures in this bill.

Certainly—I also respond to the Sen-
ator from Arizona—what he referred to
was a sense-of-the-Senate portion of
this bill. It says, ‘‘Notwithstanding any
other provision of the law,’’ no action
would be taken, and no funds appro-
priated, and so forth, as you read.

However, if we should authorize an-
other BRAC process, that would have
precedence over this and this would not
be in effect.

It is my understanding that the Sen-
ator from Washington has a request for
a couple, 3 minutes and I would like to
yield to him, and then I will respond to
the rest of the comments that have
been made.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I do not
believe that there has been any more
successful and imaginative policy with
respect to our military preparedness
than the three base-closing rounds that
were created by a law imagined by the
now majority leader of the House of
Representatives, a major contribution
to a rational system—at least, Mr.
President, a rational system until the
last base closure round when, in spite
of the fact that everyone felt that this
issue had been taken out of politics,
the President of the United States
poisoned the well by totally politiciz-
ing the base-closure process.

The Senator from Virginia, I think,
wisely voted against another base-clo-
sure process presided over by this
President. I agreed with that propo-
sition on the basis that once again it
would become a part of the Presi-
dential campaign in the year 2000, and
I will not vote for another such process
until we can be guaranteed that we will
take it out of politics.

I am going to vote for the amend-
ment from the Senator from Oklahoma

perhaps for the same reason that the
Senator from Virginia is going to vote
against it. I am going to vote to em-
phasize even more forcefully that he
has my bitter disappointment in the
way in which this important process
was politicized. And I think we need to
send a message, yes, even to the De-
partment of Defense that we will not
permit that kind of thing to happen in
the future. And this, it seems to me, is
a pretty good way to send that mes-
sage.

I wish I could have voted this year
for another base-closing round. I can-
not because of what happened during
the course of the last Presidential elec-
tion, and I will support the Senator
from Oklahoma because I think he
makes that point even more forcefully.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator
from Washington. I would like to in-
quire how much time I have remain-
ing?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma controls 6 minutes
30 seconds.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of
all, let me clarify something. I do sup-
port the process. It happens that I was
elected to the other body in 1986, and
that is when Representative DICK
ARMEY from the State of Texas came
out with the whole idea that we have
got to close down some of the infra-
structure that is no longer needed. We
understand that. But we can’t do it be-
cause of the politics that are there.

So he devised a system, and that sys-
tem was devised to take the politics
out of it, and it worked. If there were
time, I would read the statement he
made on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives when he found out he had
to do something that was bad for his
State of Texas, and he was willing to
do it to save the system, the integrity
of the system that was designed to
take politics out of it.

Now, as the Senator from Washing-
ton said, politics were reinserted, and
when that happened I think several of
us felt we had to ensure that did not
happen again. And so some of the peo-
ple, wisely perhaps, said that, well, we
can do that by waiting until after this
President is no longer in office, 2001.

My concern there is I don’t know who
is going to be the Republican nominee
or who is going to be the Democratic
nominee or who will ultimately be the
next President of the United States.
But if that President should be inclined
to do so, it would be a tremendous
temptation for him to use the same
politics that President Clinton used,
because if he doesn’t do it, he is not
using the full force of his office. That is
a precedent that has been set. We are
trying to stop that now.

I would like to respond to the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan. He
made the statement about money being
saved. I have supported every effort to
increase our defense spending. For 15
consecutive years now we have actu-
ally reduced defense spending when
many people a lot smarter than I am

agreed with the statement that I have
made when I said that I feel the threat
that is facing America is greater today
than it was even during the cold war
because of the nonpredictability, the
unpredictability of the threat that is
out there, the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction, the fact there are
missiles out there right now that can
reach all the way to any city in the
United States of America. And it has
been recently disclosed by some news-
papers that there are, in fact, some
missiles, some CSS–4 missiles in China
that are targeted at the United States.

Now, I anticipate the President will
come back and say, I accomplished the
retargeting of these things. However, if
you remember the Anthony Lake hear-
ings, we documented the fact that re-
targeting can take place in as short as
3 minutes.

So anyway, I would say this as far as
money being saved by base closures. It
is bleeding right now. We need to have
as much money right now in order to
try to help our defense system survive.
Modernization, force strength, quality
of life, all of these we are having very
serious problems with. We have the
lowest retention rate right now we
have had in the history of some of the
services, including the Air Force. It
costs $6 million to put someone in the
seat of an F–16 and yet we are losing
the pilots. I heard an unofficial report
today it is not a retention of 25 per-
cent. It is now down below 20 percent.
That is very serious.

But let’s look at where we can really
fund the services. The first thing I
would do, if I were responding to the
Senator from Michigan, is get us out of
Bosnia. Right now, that was supposed
to cost us some $1.2 billion. Now it is
over $9 billion direct, and I suggest
about twice that much money in re-
ality.

I would also comment that as far as
Senator Cohen’s statement that this
might draw a veto, I find it very dif-
ficult to believe that a bill that is sup-
ported by the number of Democrats
that are supporting this bill, including
the minority leader, TOM DASCHLE, is
going to draw a veto. This is a threat
that is always there. And I would also
comment that Secretary Cohen, when
he was Senator Cohen, would have been
right up here with me supporting this
amendment. And if anyone questions
that, I can document that.

Thirdly, when you talk about the
courage to do a BRAC, yes, we need to
do it. We have to first protect the in-
tegrity of the system. That is what the
Senator from Washington is saying,
and that is exactly what I want to do.
I want to reduce more infrastructure. I
made that statement. I have said that
we need to do it professionally and it
needs to be done out of politics.

Lastly, when the Senator from Vir-
ginia talked about taking politics out
of the process, I really think the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia gave a
pretty good argument for my amend-
ment. So I understand that tomorrow
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we are going to have—my time has ex-
pired, but we are going to have 10 min-
utes equally divided. Senator DORGAN
and some other Senators who are not
here tonight have asked to have that
time, which I will yield to them tomor-
row.

I yield back the remainder of my
time and yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I think
that concludes the number of speakers
who desire to address this amendment.
I would simply close by saying that I
take very seriously the letter by our
distinguished former colleague, the
Secretary of Defense, William Cohen,
and I put my bottom dollar on his in-
tegrity to see that this process would
work without politics. I really do. I feel
strongly about that. So for that reason
I strongly oppose the amendment.

Now, Mr. President, I think we go to
our distinguished colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Inhofe amend-
ment 2981 is set aside until tomorrow.

Mr. WARNER. Set aside pursuant to
the order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the order.

Mr. WARNER. I thank you, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And the
Senator from Iowa is recognized to
present an amendment upon which
there is 1 hour of debate equally di-
vided.

AMENDMENT NO. 2982

(Purpose: To authorize a transfer of funds
from the Department of Defense to the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for health
care.)
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have

an amendment I send to the desk. I ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for

himself and Mr. WELLSTONE, proposes an
amendment numbered 2982.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle A of title X, add the

following:
SEC. . TRANSFER TO DEPARTMENT OF VETER-

ANS AFFAIRS.
(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—The Secretary of

Defense is authorized to transfer to the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs $329,000,000 of
the amounts appropriated for the Depart-
ment of Defense pursuant to the authoriza-
tions of appropriations in this Act. In the
case of any such transfer, the Secretary shall
select the funds for transfer, and shall trans-
fer the funds, in a manner that causes the
least significant harm to the readiness of the
Armed Forces and the quality of life of mili-
tary personnel and their families.

(b) USE OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS.—Funds
transferred pursuant to subsection (a) shall
be available for health care programs of the
Department of Veterans Affairs.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, for the
benefit of colleagues, I do not intend to
take anywhere near a half hour on this

on my side, and hopefully will yield
back a lot of time so we can get out of
here at an early hour.

This amendment, pure and simple, is
to take some money from the Depart-
ment of Defense and put it into the
medical account of the Department of
Veterans Affairs. This amendment
would transfer $329 million specifically
from the Department of Defense budget
to the medical accounts of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs. Let me be
clear that what this amendment will
do will not increase the amount of
money, really, going to veterans’ medi-
cal accounts. It will just keep it level
in accordance with medical inflation.

Budgets are about priorities. Tight
restrictions on discretionary spending
over the past several years, and spend-
ing caps created last year to balance
the budget, have forced some tough
choices to be made. But I ask my col-
leagues, what greater priority can
there be than to take care of those who
have defended the very right of our
country to exist? Our veterans have
fulfilled the duty they had to serve
their country. Now it is up to this Con-
gress to fulfill our duty, our obligation,
our solemn promise to provide for our
veterans.

The needs of our veterans are clear.
The aging veteran population, rising
personnel costs and medical inflation,
means that each dollar provided for
veterans’ health care benefits cannot
be stretched as far as it used to be. The
5-year budget plan assumed no in-
creases for the discretionary spending
of Veterans Affairs. Let me say that
again. The 5-year budget plan assumed
no increases for VA discretionary
spending; in other words, no taking
into account the cost of inflation, and
especially medical inflation. The well-
being of our veterans must not be sub-
ject to second-class status. Veterans’
funding deserves to be considered as
more than just an afterthought.

My amendment is supported by many
veterans and veterans groups. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the RECORD letters of
support for my amendment from the
Vietnam Veterans of America, Incor-
porated; the Blinded Veterans Associa-
tion and the Paralyzed Veterans of
America.

VIETNAM VETERANS OF AMERICA, INC.,
Washington, DC, May 15, 1998.

Hon. TOM HARKIN,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: On behalf of Viet-

nam Veterans of America (VVA) I want to
convey our appreciation and support for your
proposed amendment to S. 1812, the FY 1999
National Defense Authorization Act, aiming
to transfer resources from the Department of
Defense (DOD) to the Department of Veter-
ans Affairs (VA) to supplement the medical
care budget. VVA has long held the principle
belief that the health care and benefits needs
of veterans are an ongoing cost of our na-
tion’s defense. Your amendment will carry
forward with assurance of the Nation’s com-
mitment to veterans military service related
health care needs.

VA medical care, as you know, has been
plagued by resource limitations for many

years and is currently facing flatline budgets
for the next several years. The financial
wringer has already squeezed out any oppor-
tunities to achieve greater efficiencies. De-
spite promises from Congress and the Admin-
istration to the contrary, the ultimate effect
is more restrictive access to medical care be-
cause of fewer appropriated dollars. Fewer
dollars means fewer veterans will be served,
pure and simple. The amendment you are of-
fering would help to counter the effects of in-
creasing medical inflation and personnel
costs. Without these additional funds, the
only possible effect is denial of services to
veterans, many of whom are disabled due to
their military service.

Some of your colleagues have argued that
attrition of the veterans population through
deaths of World War II veterans is an indica-
tion that VA needs less money to operate.
However, this narrow perspective fails to
take into account the rising costs of medical
care and more importantly the current de-
mographics of the veteran populations; VA
health care users are older and sicker than
the overall American public. Vietnam veter-
ans now represent the largest group within
the veterans population. Many of the Viet-
nam veterans and a growing population of
Persian Gulf War veterans have complex
problems relating to herbicide, chemical and
other environmental exposures.

VVA strongly believes that Congress must
commit an adequate annual appropriations
to VA medical care programs. Your amend-
ment is a very positive recognition of the
current circumstances and needs of Ameri-
ca’s veterans. Thank you for your initiative
to attempt redistributing some DOD funds
toward VA medical care.

Sincerely,
KELLI WILLARD WEST,

Director of Government Relations.

BLINDED VETERANS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, May 14, 1998.

Hon. TOM HARKIN,
Senate Hart Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: On behalf of the
Blinded Veterans Association (BVA) I am
writing to support your proposed amendment
to S. 1812, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1999. This amend-
ment would transfer resources from the De-
partment of Defense to the Department of
Veterans Affairs (VA) for medical care for
veterans.

VA medical care is facing a crisis, result-
ing from the provision of inadequate re-
sources. Appropriations for VA medical care
are proposed to be frozen. The Administra-
tion’s FY 1999 budget for VA medical care re-
quests fewer appropriated dollars, and fewer
resources. The amendment that you are of-
fering, along with Senator Wellstone, would
provide much needed additional resources, to
help counter increases attributable to rising
personnel costs and medical inflation. With-
out these additional dollars, these increases
would have to be made up from dollars tar-
geted for the health care needs of veterans.

The VA Health Care System has already
been peared to the bone and we doubt there
are any more efficiencies that can be real-
ized to offset inadequate resources. VA
Under Secretary for Health, Dr. Kenneth
Kizer has recently acknowledged that with-
out additional resources the VA Health Care
System could soon ‘‘hit the wall.’’ We must
maintain this Nation’s commitment to vet-
erans, and your amendment is an important
step forward in keeping this commitment.

Sincerely,
ELIZABETH R. CARR,
BVA National President.
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PARALYZED VETERANS OF AMERICA,

Washington, DC, May 13, 1998.
Hon. TOM HARKIN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: On behalf of the
Paralyzed Veterans of America (PVA) I am
writing to support your proposed amendment
to S. 1812, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1999, which would
transfer resources from the Department of
Defense to the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs (VA) for medical care for veterans.

VA medical care is facing a crisis, a crisis
resulting from the provision of inadequate
resources. Appropriations for VA medical
care are proposed to be frozen. Indeed, the
Administration’s FY 1999 budget for VA med-
ical care requests fewer appropriated dollars,
and fewer resources. The amendment that
you are offering, along with Senator
WELLSTONE, would provide much-needed ad-
ditional resources, resources to help counter
increases attributable to rising personnel
costs and medical inflation. Without these
additional dollars, these increases would
have to be made up from dollars targeted for
the health care needs of veterans.

The VA health care system has already
been pared to the bone and we doubt there
are any more efficiencies that can be real-
ized to offset inadequate resources. VA
Under Secretary for Health Dr. Kenneth
Kizer has recently acknowledged that with-
out additional resources the VA health care
system could soon ‘‘hit the wall.’’ Unfortu-
nately, when the system does hit the wall
sick and disabled veterans will feel the effect
of the collision. We must maintain this Na-
tion’s commitment to veterans, and your
amendment is a step forward in keeping this
commitment.

Sincerely,
KENNETH C. HUBER,

National President.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Mr. HARKIN. I might just quote here
from the Vietnam Veterans of Amer-
ica:

VVA has long held the principle belief that
the health care and benefits needs of veter-
ans are an ongoing cost of our Nation’s de-
fense.

I think that is the problem around
here. We have a defense budget, then
we have a veterans’ affairs budget—as
if somehow they are separate and dis-
tinct and have no connection with one
another. I think this sentence really
says it clearly:

. . .the benefits needs of veterans are an
ongoing cost of our nation’s defense.

We cannot separate the two.
Your amendment will carry forward with

assurance of the Nation’s commitment to
veterans’ military service-related health
care needs.

The letter from the Vietnam Veter-
ans of America, Incorporated, goes on
and says:

Some of your colleagues have argued that
attrition of the veterans population through
deaths of World War II veterans is an indica-
tion that VA needs less money to operate.
However, this narrow perspective fails to
take into account the rising costs of medical
care, and more importantly, the current de-
mographics of the veterans population. VA
health care users are older and sicker than
the overall American public. Vietnam veter-
ans now represent the largest group within
the veterans population. Many of the Viet-

nam veterans and a growing population of
Persian Gulf war veterans have complex
problems relating to herbicide, chemical and
other environmental exposures.

VVA strongly believes that Congress must
commit an adequate annual appropriations
to VA medical care programs. Your amend-
ment is a very positive recognition of the
current circumstances and needs of Ameri-
ca’s veterans. Thank you for your initiative
to attempt redistributing some DOD funds
towards VA medical care.

Sincerely, Kelly Willard West, Director of
Government Relations.

The same thing basically follows
through on the Blinded Veterans Asso-
ciation and the Paralyzed Veterans As-
sociation of America. The Blinded Vet-
erans Association says:

The VA health care system has already
been pared to the bone, and we doubt there
are any more efficiencies that can be real-
ized to offset inadequate resources.

Fewer dollars means fewer veterans
will be served, pure and simple, and
that is the truth. Fewer dollars means
fewer veterans will be served.

Let me just, right now, refer to this
chart for those who think that may be
taking $329 million out of a $271 billion
defense budget—think about that, $271
billion, and all we are asking for is $329
million, just to get veterans’ health
care benefits up to meet inflationary
needs. If you look at this chart, it
shows you how much we are spending
on military of our discretionary budg-
et. If you look at our discretionary
spending, military consumes half of it.
Half of all that we spend in this Con-
gress goes to military spending—half,
50 cents out of every dollar. Out of the
other 50 cents, we take agriculture and
energy and Social Security, economic
development, transportation, science
and space, housing, foreign affairs, for-
eign aid, health, justice, education. We
hear all this debate that we are spend-
ing too much on education—6 cents out
of every dollar; 6 cents for education,
50 cents for military spending.

We are not talking about all these,
we are talking about veterans’ bene-
fits. Out of this $1 that we spend here
every year, how much goes for veter-
ans’ benefits? 31⁄2 pennies—31⁄2 pennies,
to meet the medical needs of those who
risked life and limb to preserve and
protect and defend the Constitution of
the United States.

I think that we can do a little bit
better than 31⁄2 pennies. I think the
amendment we are offering brings that
to just a little under 4 pennies, if I am
not mistaken. Is that too much to ask?
It is not too much to ask when we are
taking 50 cents out for defense. I think
the Vietnam Veterans of America had
it right. We should not separate veter-
ans’ benefits out of defense. It is part
of the ongoing costs of the defense of
this country, and we should not sepa-
rate the two out.

I believe we are meeting our commit-
ments globally. I take a back seat to
no one in saying that we are the
world’s most powerful nation, that we
have a lot of commitments globally,
that we have to meet those commit-

ments. We are meeting those commit-
ments and we will continue to meet
them. And taking $329 million out of
the defense budget is not going to harm
that one little bit. But what will harm
us, if we do not meet this commitment,
is that many of our veterans, our Viet-
nam veterans, now today many of our
Korean war veterans and even some of
our World War II veterans, they are
getting older—they are living longer,
just as the demographics of our coun-
try are—they are living longer; they
are sicker. There are leftover problems
that they have that maybe were not in-
dicated when they were in the mili-
tary, such as herbicide and chemical
poisoning and things like that, that
now later on they are suffering from.

What happens if we do not meet their
medical needs? Aside from the personal
suffering and the personal hardship
that they and their families have to
undergo, what happens is that younger
people in their families and their
friends look upon them and they say,
‘‘Wait a minute. Here is someone who
went to the Persian Gulf. Here is a vet-
eran who fought in Vietnam. Maybe
here is someone who was in Korea, and
yet they are not being cared for? A lot
of the funding has to come out of their
own pockets to meet their medical
needs?’’

I would imagine a lot of younger peo-
ple would say: Why would I ever want
to go in the military? If we promised to
meet their health care needs and later
on we don’t live up to that obligation,
what does that say to our younger peo-
ple who we want to enlist and become
active duty members of our armed
services?

I think our lack of spending adequate
resources to keep up with at least in-
flation in veterans’ health care benefits
has a deleterious effect on the security
of our Nation. I see this amendment as
not just something helping the veter-
ans and meeting the obligation that we
have to our present-day veterans, but I
see this amendment as really meeting
the future security needs of our coun-
try by saying to those who come along
next, who may be asked to go to some
other place in the world to defend this
country, to defend our vital national
interest, it says to them, ‘‘When you
are in that position, we’re going to
meet your obligations, too.’’

I just feel very strongly that this is
something that we have to do as a soci-
ety. I am not trying to goldplate any-
thing. I am not trying to boost veter-
ans’ medical benefits’ spending way pie
high in the sky. I am simply saying at
least we ought to keep up with infla-
tion. We do that here. We kept up with
inflation in energy and agriculture, na-
tional affairs, justice, education—we
keep up basically with inflation. Why
shouldn’t we do this for our veterans,
also?

As the Independent Budget Project of
the veterans’ groups have pointed out,
tens of thousands of Americans who
now stand in harm’s way in Bosnia, the
Persian Gulf, and other troubled spots
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around the world will be the veterans
of tomorrow. It is worth noting that
the veterans suffering from the com-
plicated gulf war illnesses may end up
being a greater financial strain on the
system in the future. What are we
going to say to them? Tough luck?

In other words, Mr. President, the de-
mand for VA health care will not di-
minish in the foreseeable future. Just
because there are fewer people doesn’t
mean we can spend fewer dollars. They
are living longer, they are getting
older, and they are sicker, and a lot of
the illnesses they contracted haven’t
shown up. We can’t just wish it away.

All we are asking is to provide the re-
sources to meet the demand that is
there. That is what this amendment
does. I urge its adoption as the fair and
equitable and the right thing for our
country to do for the veterans who
fought in World War II, Korea, the Per-
sian Gulf, Vietnam and, yes, in Bosnia,
too, and for those younger people who
are going to be the veterans of tomor-
row, we have to meet this obligation.

I will point out, I offered this amend-
ment last year, and I didn’t have all of
the figures down—we do this year—
keeping up with inflation. This amend-
ment received 41 votes last year on a
bipartisan basis. It is less money this
year. We are actually asking for less
money this year just to keep up with
inflation. I am hopeful Senators on
both sides can see fit to meet the obli-
gation to our veterans.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is

not easy to get up and first say to my
good friend, who is a veteran, a naval
aviator—he achieved distinction in the
Navy which I never achieved. I was a
simple radioman, but anyway, I sat in
the backseat of some of those planes
you flew around in on occasion.

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will
yield, you were my boss at one time.

Mr. WARNER. I realize that. I am
very humble about my small contribu-
tion to national security at the tail
end of World War II and in Korea. But
I was privileged, like so many others,
to serve. My contribution was modest.
The military did far more good for me
than I was able to do in return. There-
fore, throughout my career in the Sen-
ate, I have tried to look after the men
and women in the Armed Forces and,
indeed, the veterans, because I find as
we grow a little older, we have friends
who depart on a regular basis.

There are some 300,000 men and
women who served in World War II who
consistently die every month now. It is
an alarming fact, considering. I would
like to ask my good friend a question
or two. I studied the amendment. Your
first version of the amendment says:

The Secretary of Defense shall transfer to
the Department of Veterans Affairs $329 mil-
lion.

The one that is before the Senate at
this time appears to have been
changed:

The Secretary of Defense is authorized to
transfer to the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs $329 million.

I am curious as to one of the reasons
the Senator changed from a clear
statement that it would be shifted as a
budget matter, to where it now——

Mr. HARKIN. I was informed—if the
Senator will yield.

Mr. WARNER. Yes.
Mr. HARKIN. By using that former

language, a point of order would have
laid against the amendment. To avoid
the point of order and, quite frankly, in
all legitimacy, since this is an author-
izing bill, it really ought to be author-
izing language, too.

Mr. WARNER. If I read the amend-
ment which is now before the Senate,
and again I will read—‘‘* * * the Sec-
retary of Defense is authorized to
transfer * * *’’—you are leaving it en-
tirely a discretionary matter with the
Secretary of Defense.

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will
yield.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this is
a colloquy. I am delighted to.

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator is right. It
would be to the Secretary. However, I
think the Secretary would look at how
the Senate spoke and how the Congress
spoke on this to decide what to do. Ob-
viously, if the Senate voted to do this
and it was a strong vote, then I think
he would pay attention to it, he or she
would pay attention to this.

Mr. WARNER. We place the Sec-
retary, one of our very own for whom
we have the absolute highest respect,
in an awkward position that now these
groups will petition him, and he is
faced with the tough choice of deciding
between those who once served with
great honor and distinction should re-
ceive moneys which he feels very
strongly today should go—every penny,
every penny—to the quality of life, the
modernization of weapons, the oper-
ational costs of those who are cur-
rently in uniform today. It puts the
Secretary in a very difficult position.
This concerns me.

Mr. HARKIN. There are priorities to
be met and, quite frankly, in this $271
billion defense budget, it is my feel-
ing—and I looked at it, I am on Defense
Appropriations, I have looked at it and
I, quite frankly, believe that the Sec-
retary could find $329 million out of
that. I don’t think it would do any
damage to our readiness, our capabili-
ties overseas or anything else.

Quite frankly, I have some comments
I was going to talk about—but I de-
cided not to because the hour is late—
in terms of what some of the IG offices
found in terms of waste and inefficien-
cies in procurement, in warehousing
and things within the Department of
Defense. With a little bit more over-
sight and control on those, I think they
can yield great dividends and can be
used on this.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in my
19 years, I have heard that argument of

inefficiency and waste in the Depart-
ment of Defense. All of us recognize
that, and I am sure our Secretary, our
former colleague, Bill Cohen, is doing
his very best to try to bring about
every kind of efficiency he can to gen-
erate funds.

Frankly, I say to my good friend,
Secretary Cohen is desperate for
money. So much of the funding that we
have authorized for programs in the
past has been diverted to take care of
the fulfillment of military commit-
ments as directed by President Clinton.
Our military today has been deployed
more times throughout the world than
any other President has ever deployed
them beyond our shores. The Bosnia
commitment alone has absorbed some
$9 billion.

I ask my friend, I listened very care-
fully to your statement, and I am deep-
ly moved by it. I really think this prob-
lem should be addressed, and you are
saying that we haven’t even covered
for the modest increase in inflation the
various costs associated with the care
of our veterans?

Mr. HARKIN. It is my understanding,
I say to my very good friend—I want to
make this clear at the outset that I
have the highest regard and respect for
the Senator from Virginia and his de-
votion to this country and his devotion
to the readiness of our military and
also his devotion to our veterans. I
would not want anyone to misconstrue
that I am saying the Senator from
Michigan or the Senator from Virginia
have shortchanged it.

I understand the obligations that you
are under in terms of meeting our mili-
tary commitments. I understand that.
This amendment is meant only in good
faith to try to meet, I think, another
commitment that we have. And in
some ways I hope to shed some light,
hopefully, on one aspect of military
spending that could be used for our vet-
erans’ affairs.

I say to the Senator that 2 years ago
the comptroller general of the Penta-
gon concluded that the DOD could not
account for over $13 billion in spend-
ing—just disappeared—$13 billion. No-
body knows where it went. Well, I have
more examples of that. But if it is just
$1 billion, only one-thirteenth of that,
then $329 million is not that much,
when you take into account that kind
of waste.

Quite frankly, I must tell you that I
think Secretary Cohen is doing a great
job over there. And they are getting a
better handle on this all the time. But
there is still a long way to go. I think
within the next year they could find
some of that money and put that in
veterans’ benefits.

Now, lastly, I say to the Senator, I
would say that the question had to do
with, are we not meeting the obliga-
tions? And I am saying, when you take
into account medical inflation, which
is higher than CPI, no, we are not
meeting them.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I in-
tend to study further the amendment
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by my distinguished friend. But I cer-
tainly agree with one thing you said,
and that is, the manner in which the
United States treats its veterans has a
direct impact on whether successive
generations will offer themselves to
serve proudly in the uniform of our
country. I know you are absolutely
right about that. There are many,
many cases where it is grandfather to
father, father to son or daughter, as
the case may be, that induces the cur-
rent generation to proudly come forth
and volunteer. That has really been the
success of the All Volunteer Force.

And what you point out tonight is a
very serious situation. And it impacts
directly on that argument. I would
have to say to my friend, being a mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee,
and knowing the chairman of the com-
mittee himself is a very distinguished
veteran of World War II, an air corps
pilot, has my distinguished colleague
brought this to his attention? In other
words, within the appropriations could
this sum of money be found?

My concern is that I am entrusted,
and tonight representing the distin-
guished chairman of the committee, to
manage this bill in such a way as we do
not open up the opportunity for Sen-
ators to come in and take pieces of our
authorized amount by the Budget Com-
mittee to spend and put it toward
other accounts, because if we begin to
do that—for instance, if we would ac-
cede here tonight to your request, I
could anticipate a dozen colleagues
coming to the floor tomorrow with re-
quests which they conscientiously feel
just as seriously about as you do about
yours; and the next thing you know, it
would be one after another, to take a
piece here and a piece there, and sud-
denly it would become very signifi-
cant—not that this isn’t a significant
sum of money.

We will have to look at this. But I
would have to say that I am concerned
that we could start a raid on the de-
fense budget here tonight. But I hope
that this matter can be addressed here
in the Senate somewhere, be it the Ap-
propriations Committee or the Veter-
ans Committee. I commit to you that if
you bring this up in another piece of
legislation, I will conscientiously see
whether or not I can support it.

Mr. HARKIN. Well, I feel for the posi-
tion of my friend. And, you know, a lot
of us, when we establish friendships, we
do not like to put people in difficult
positions. I do not like to do that.

Mr. WARNER. I do not find the posi-
tion difficult. I feel very strongly about
the defense budget. I support the budg-
et process. Your committee, the Veter-
ans Committee, went through the
budget process. Our committee went
through the budget process. We have
our allocated funds. And I am en-
trusted by the chairman and other
members of the committee to stead-
fastly defend that allocation given to
us by the Budget Committee.

Mr. HARKIN. I understand the re-
sponsibility that the Senator has. I un-

derstand that responsibility. And I ap-
preciate that. But, again, as the Sen-
ator knows, others of us feel that we
also have other obligations to try to
change some things here and to change
some of these budget priorities.

In my opening comments, I said that
our budget priorities are not allowing
for this. I am trying to correct it. So I
agree with the Senator. I do not like
the way the budget priorities short-
change our veterans’ medical benefits.
But, again, I also say to my friend, I
really believe in what the Vietnam
Veterans of America said in their let-
ter, that veterans’ medical benefits
ought to be considered an ongoing cost
of military spending. They are not
today.

I have always thought that was odd.
I have always thought that was an odd
approach we had on that. And they
ought to be considered as part and par-
cel of our military budget. That is why
I have offered this amendment, to
transfer a small amount of money out
of the total—small compared to the
total—at least to keep up with medical
inflation.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will
conclude just with this observation of
our very able staff director, Les
Brownlee, who just handed me a note
which indicates that the VA increase
in the Senate budget process—that is,
the account for the committee on vet-
erans here in the Senate—for the fiscal
year 1997 to 1998 was a 12.2 percent in-
crease in your budget, and the DOD in-
crease was less than 2.2 percent. So
that is a fairly significant increase
that this communication indicates to
me and that your committee got.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today to oppose the amendment of-
fered by Senators HARKIN and
WELLSTONE to reduce defense spending,
and any amendment which lowers de-
fense spending below the levels set in
the budget agreement. When the Con-
gress approved the budget agreement,
the spending limits for each function
were set. The Armed Services Commit-
tee’s challenge was to develop a de-
fense program, within the limits of the
budget agreement, that not only sup-
ports the national security strategy,
but balances the needs of short-term
readiness with that of the moderniza-
tion of our forces—all within the con-
text of a foreign policy that drives an
unprecedented frequency of military
deployments.

The gap between our military capa-
bility and our commitments around
the world continues to increase. The
unprecedented frequency of deploy-
ments places hardships on our young
service members and their families,
producing serious retention and readi-
ness problems. Contingency and ongo-
ing operations, such as those in Bosnia
and Iraq, continue to drain needed re-
sources for future force modernization
and the current readiness of our forces.
Since 1996, the Department of Defense
has been forced to offset almost $9.0
billion for such operations. The costs of

these ongoing operations, in this fiscal
year alone, are expected to exceed
more than $4.1 billion. Therefore, I
strongly believe—and I have stated this
previously—that funding for Bosnia
and Southwest Asia operations, and
other emerging contingencies, must
come from sources other than the de-
fense budget. The funding of such ac-
tivities should not be allowed to ad-
versely affect modernization efforts or
current force readiness.

In the past three years, the Congress
has added more than $21 billion to de-
fense budget requests. Even with these
increases, defense spending has contin-
ued to decline in real terms. This fiscal
year the defense request again rep-
resents, in real terms, a 1.1 percent de-
cline. Defense spending as a percentage
of GDP in fiscal year 1998 is expected to
be 3.2 percent falling to 2.8 percent by
fiscal year 2003—the lowest figures
since 1940. The resource levels, as stat-
ed in the Budget Resolution, continue
this decline in defense spending. While
I continue to support the balanced
budget agreement, I am concerned
about our ability to modernize our
forces and the effects of unbudgeted
contingencies and ongoing operations
on current readiness.

Testimony and recent visits to our
units by both members and staff of the
Armed Services Committee have re-
vealed disturbing trends: personnel
shortages, lack of spare parts, ex-
tremely high unit operating and per-
sonnel tempos, and retention prob-
lems—especially with our pilots. Gen-
eral Crouch, Vice Chief of Staff of the
Army, testified to the Committee;
In recent years, we have maintained readi-
ness at the expense of our modernization ac-
counts. That is no longer a viable strategy.

Mr. President, we have an obligation
to adequately fund for our national se-
curity and ensure we provide our serv-
icemen and women with the best equip-
ment available. I grow increasingly
concerned when the Armed Services
Committee receives testimony from
one of our Service Chiefs stating that
his funding is inadequate. General
Krulak, Commandant of the Marine
Corps, has told the Committee:
I state for the third year running that our
budget request is not adequate to meet our
needs.

He further stated in a letter to the
Committee:
. . . we are quite literally mortgaging to-
day’s health at the expense of tomorrow’s
wellness—and have been for at least the last
eight years—in spite of the critically impor-
tant congressionally mandated adds to our
accounts in the last two years.

Mr. President, there is a price for
freedom. There is the price for world
leadership. As Secretary Cohen stated:
Having highly ready forces that can go any-
where at any time really spells the dif-
ference between victory and defeat and it
also spells the difference between being a su-
perpower and not being one.

Mr. President, as a result of the
budget agreement reached last year,
non defense discretionary spending re-
ceived significant increases while de-
fense continued its downward spending
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trends—not even keeping pace with in-
flation. During the fiscal year 1998 ap-
propriations process, the national secu-
rity appropriations bill had the lowest
percentage increase from fiscal year
1997 funding level than any other of the
appropriations bills. In fact, military
construction appropriations had a neg-
ative change over the fiscal year 1997
funding levels, making funding for na-
tional defense grow at one-fifth the
rate of domestic spending increases.

Mr. President, I am not opposed to
increasing the funding for Veterans’
health care, but not at the cost of our
national security, and I strongly urge
all of my colleagues to oppose this
amendment and not further aggravate
a serious underfunding of our defense.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield

back the remainder of our time.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield

back the remainder of our time.
Mr. WARNER. I think it is important

that the Chair state the pending UC
order for the purpose of the RECORD
here for those listening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I un-
derstand it, does the Senator from
Washington desire some time on this
amendment?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from
Washington would like about 3 minutes
as in morning business.

Mr. WARNER. On this amendment?
Mr. GORTON. Not on this amend-

ment.
Mr. WARNER. Fine. At the conclu-

sion of this amendment, and all time
having been yielded back, I ask the
Chair to recognize the Senator from
Washington so that he might speak for
3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

The Senator from Washington will be
recognized for 3 minutes as in morning
business.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, for the
information of the Senate, my distin-
guished colleague, the ranking member
of the committee, and I will clear some
20 amendments on behalf of the mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee
and others, and then we will go into
the routine wrapup on behalf of the
majority leader and the distinguished
Democratic leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized for
3 minutes.
f

MICROSOFT WINS APPEALS COURT
DECISION, DOJ LOSES

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, yester-
day a three judge United States Ap-
peals Court panel overturned the pre-
liminary injunction issued against
Microsoft last December by U.S. Dis-
trict Court Judge Thomas Penfield
Jackson. This ruling by the Appeals
Court is a major victory for Microsoft
and its supporters. In fact, in my opin-
ion, it is so significant as to make the

Department of Justice’s current case
against Microsoft even more dubious
than it was at the time of filing.

The basic question before the panel
was whether or not Microsoft violated
antitrust law and a 1995 consent decree
by integrating its web browser, Inter-
net Explorer, into its Windows 95 oper-
ating system. The panel ruled that
Microsoft’s actions did not violate the
consent decree and that Microsoft
should indeed be allowed to integrate
new and improved features into Win-
dows because such integration benefits
consumers.

The Department of Justice has just
suffered a major defeat.

The ruling comes only a few weeks
after the Antitrust Division of the De-
partment of Justice filed a new case
against Microsoft alleging anti-
competitive behavior. The central
point of the new case is Microsoft’s in-
tegration of the Internet Explorer into
Windows 98.

In the new case, the Department of
Justice wants Microsoft either to re-
move Internet Explorer from Windows
98 or add a competing browser from
rival Netscape into that Windows 98
program. Department of Justice law-
yers claim that Internet Explorer is a
separate product and that its integra-
tion into Windows 98 is a violation of
antitrust law. Interestingly enough,
there are other browser manufacturers,
smaller than Netscape, who don’t seem
to have Department of Justice’s ear or
sponsorship.

But in the opinion issued yesterday
by the Appeals Court panel, the judges
ruled that Microsoft’s product integra-
tion meets the court’s requirement
that product innovation bring benefits
to consumers. The panel calls
Microsoft’s software design ‘‘genuine
integration’’ and rules that the inclu-
sion of Internet Explorer in Window’s
95 is not a violation of the consent de-
cree.

Further, the panel wrote that, ‘‘Anti-
trust scholars have long recognized the
undesirability of having courts oversee
product design, and any dampening of
technological innovation would be at
cross-purposes with antitrust law.’’

It is quite clear from this ruling that
the U.S. Appeals Court for the District
of Columbia believes that Microsoft is
not violating the law by integrating
Internet Explorer into its operating
system software. That integration is
beneficial to consumers and any at-
tempt to stifle such innovations is
harmful to consumers.

I see very little difference between
the new case and the case just rejected
by the Appeals Court. It is time for the
Department of Justice to pick up its
marbles and go home, Mr. President.
f

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it has
been a long day. If you will bear with

us for a minute—I appreciate the Pre-
siding Officer. It has been a very good
day, and the chairman of the commit-
tee, Mr. THURMOND, and ranking mem-
ber and others, should be commended. I
think we have handled the key issues
that will require considerable time for
debate. We had extensive debate on im-
portant matters. I am optimistic that
this bill can be put in a status for final
passage tomorrow. We are going to
work hard, I say to my good friend.

Mr. LEVIN. I share your enthusiasm
and hopefully your optimism, but at
least your enthusiasm for completing
this.

Mr. WARNER. It is very high at the
moment.

Mr. LEVIN. We will have another full
day in order to accomplish that.

AMENDMENT NO. 2985

(Purpose: To require a report on leasing and
other alternative uses of non-excess mili-
tary property by the military depart-
ments)
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I un-

derstand that my colleague and I will
alternate, so I will start off with an
amendment on behalf of Senator THUR-
MOND. I offer an amendment which
would require a report on leasing and
other alternative uses of nonexcess
military property by the military de-
partments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],

for Mr. THURMOND, proposes an amendment
numbered 2985.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 347, below line 23, add the follow-

ing:
SEC. 2833. REPORT ON LEASING AND OTHER AL-

TERNATIVE USES OF NON-EXCESS
MILITARY PROPERTY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) The Secretary of Defense, with the sup-
port of the chiefs of staff of the Armed
Forces, is calling for the closure of addi-
tional military installations in the United
States as a means of eliminating excess ca-
pacity in such installations.

(2) Excess capacity in Department of De-
fense installations is a valuable asset, and
the utilization of such capacity presents a
potential economic benefit for the Depart-
ment and the Nation.

(3) The experiences of the Department have
demonstrated that the military departments
and private businesses can carry out activi-
ties at the same military installation simul-
taneously.

(4) Section 2667 of title 10, United States
Code, authorizes the Secretaries of the mili-
tary departments to lease, upon terms that
promote the national defense or are in the
public interest, real property that is—

(A) under the control of such departments;
(B) not for the time needed for public use;

and
(C) not excess to the requirements of the

United States.
(b) REPORT.—Not later than February 1,

1999, the Secretary shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the Senate and
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